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PRECIS OF THE STUDY

This report presents & study of the Work Experience and Career
Exploretion Program as it was in operation during the 1971-72 school
year, While it is not & definitive study of this program and, in
particular, is subject to non-response btias, it is an evaluation of
the program as it was operated nationally, )

The evidence from this study suggests that limited labor market
vxperience during school hours can improve the educational performance
of 14~ and l5-year-old students who are drop-cut prone or who otherwise
suffer sducational disabilities, However, as a general rule, the hours
these students work per day and per week are fswer than the current
program constrainta, Next, although this =study does not reprezent a
cost-benefit analysis, we suggest that the program deserves a broader
-axtension among the population of studente it is intended to serve.

A definitive judgment on this point would, of course, require a
considexation of costs to the student, society and employers as well
as the consideration of benefiis this study attempts to make,

With respect to specific findings and qualifications, the following
thinga can be sgaid, From an educational standpoint the Work Experience
and Career Exploration Program (WECEP) does not appear to have any
negative effects, In fact, for selected indlces of educational
performance, such as grade point average or days absent during the
WECEP. yeaxr, the program effect is positive,  However, in many cases the
‘progran had no statisticaily significant sffect at all, It is also
important to note that the models used in the analysis smetimes falled
to explain any of the behavior of astudents with respect to truancy and
suspansion, much less identify the specific effect of the WECEP program,
Thus, for these two dependent variables, we must withhold judgment as
to the program effect, Nevertheless, in general, the models used to
estimute program effecis cenformed clesely and consistently with our

& priori hypothesis as to the relation between hours of work and
educational performance; namely, that educational benefits will increase
up to a point as hours worked increase, then reach a maximum, after
vhich benefits will deoline and sometimes become negative,

It 1s necessary to note that females were less likely to experience
positive progrem effects than were males, This may be due in part to
the relatively small number of females, approximately 100, which was
included in the analytical models, Clearly, non-response hias due to
misaing data was a serious problem in this study, and, in fact, it
precluded any analysis of program effscta based on ethnic origin,



However, the conceptual basis of.the WECEP program is a sound one, even
though the exact institutional framework of the program as 1t is
currently stractured may not be ideal from the standpoint of maximizing
net benefits (benefits minus costs) from the standpoirt of the student,
society or the employer., We make this judgment becsuse the estimated
models of program effect conform closely to what one would expect
theoretically based on our knowledge of the economice of the allocation
of one's time,

Within this conceptual fremework the analysis suggests that four hours
per day and 28 hours per week are not optima, The optimum hours per
day and per week are usually somewhat less than this, depending upon
the measure of educational effect consiiered, That is, the optimum
hours differ for different indices of educational perfcrmance, Also
the optimum hours differ as a function of one’s prior WECEP grade point
average, The optime in the study are sstimated at mean prior WECEP
grade point average, A higher prior WECEP grade point average implies
a2 higher optimum number of hours, and a lower grade point average, a
lower optimum,

The exposure to potential injury was a major concern in the formulation
of the WECEP program, Fortunately, there is strong evidence in the
study tiat injuries are not a problem with WECEP as 1t 1is presently
constituted,

On the other hand, the progrem was supposed to prdvide not only work
experience but also career exploration, The students certainly received
the former, but most of the career exploration came about through more
formal classroom interaction. We simply do not know the exact extsnt
and intensity of exposure to different careers or what ‘this exposure
would imply to a student 8.longer-run labor market pmospects.

Employers are an 1mportant consideration in this study, since 1t is
necessary to acquire thelr cooperation even if one grante the progran

has positive net benefits to students, In this regard, employers are
clearly favorable to the program and would encourage its expansion,
although often they are unclear as to the exact justification for thils
expansion, In the final analysis, however, employers are gererally
favorable to the program since they selected the students they ultimately
hired and therefore were under economic constraint to assure that the
rroductivity of the student was generally in line with the wage rate

paid to him, .

Finally, though they can be said to have a vested interest in the
program, the teacher-coordinators are also overwhelmingly in favor of
WECEP, One teacher-coordinator surveyed thought the program was "a big
pain in the neck," He was a distinct minority, Thus, the teacher-
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coordinators, too, would encourage the expansion of WECEP, "In one <«
regard, however, the experilencs of the teacher-cooxdinators may have
misled them, for the study results generally indicate thet the maxinunm
hours of work recommended by the teacher~-coordinators is excessive,

In stating these generally positive xresults of the program, it is
necessary to stress again that the program does not have a true
experimental design. The WECEP students were generally of a higher
educational quality than the control students, They do not come frea
the same population, Alsc, due to missing data, There is considerabie
non-response bias in the study, and the general direction of this bias,
whether it i1s positive or nega.tive vis-a-vis the net program impact,
is not known,

In conclusion, although a principal iluavestigator is not usually called
upon to make policy judgments, and some fesl strongly that 1t is not
his appropriate role at all, if we were called upon to argue for or
against the program, we would argue for-it., We would do so perhaps as
much on the basls of the baaic theoretical grounds laid out in

" Chapters 1 and 2 as on the findings of the body of this report., The
concept of the program is correct. It may be that ita particular
structure at present is not, although we do not have much evidence on
this factor, And, indeed, final judgment as to the actual expansion
of the program and the optimal hours to work depends or: an estimate of
nmarginal and average costs of the program as well as benefits, And,
clearly, this study neglects the cost side,
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CHAPTER 1
BACKGRCUND AND ISSUFS

A, The Problem,

There 13 an increasing awareness and concern in American soclety over
the problems of juvenile delinquency, teen-&ge unemploymeant, early
school leaving and related types of roclally dysfunctional behavior
which inpose costs on the individuals who experience them as well as

on soclety at large, It seems also clear that these problems are
intimately bound up with the process of physical, social and psycholog-
{cal maturetion of youth. There is an increasing awareness of the
complexity of this maturation process both for "Wifferent individuals
and for different soclal groups, Thus, it is also clear that soclety's
current method of role structuring for youth--the acquisition of
maximum formal educatlion and the legal necessity to remain in school
-up *+~ a fixed age~-is not necessarily optimal for all youth, Yet,
legal prohibition from entering the labor market, except under narrowly
clrcumscribed conditions, cannot be optimal for all youth, Of course,
the effort to substantlally remove children under the age of 16 from
the labor market is in part justified as a corollary to insuring that
the formal education process is not disrupted. This legal restricticn
is also Justified in the enabling act, the Falr labor Standards Act of
1938, as a means of avoiding the employmgnt of youths aged 16 and under
in oppressive or hazardous occupations.l?n ‘

Yet, as Martin Hamburger argues, "the inclusion or exclusion of children
from the productive economy is not significantly correlated with the
capacities of children in a given soclety, . . ."2/ And, as children in
today's soclety generally mature physically and perhaps soclally and
psychologically faster than they did in the 19th Century, when the abuse
of child labor was a serious social problem, it may not be as meaningful
in today®s soclety to have severe proscriptlons against the ability of
older teen-agers to participate in the labor market. This constraint is
coming under increasing scrutiny as educators, policy makers, and
government leaders speculate on the possibility that earlier involvement
in labor force activity by teen-age youth and even younger persons may
be & means of reducing delinquency, the high school drop~-out rate and

l/ Falr Labor Standarxds Act of 1938, as Amended, 29 U,S.C., 201 et
seq. U, S, Dept, of Labor WHPC Publication 1167, November, 1966, Sec, 3
1),

2/ Martin Hamburger, "Protection from Participation as Deprevation
of Rights,” New Generation, Vol, 53, No, 3, Summer 1971, p.2.




the undesirable social consequences of these types of behzvior.
Hamburger carefully delineates both the pros and cons of fncreasing the
labor force part*cipation of teen-sge children, He uxzues that "the
nost cogent reasons for protection” are:

(a) to provide increasing periecds of time for children to
develop skills and competencies which will be needed
in a complex soclety;

(b) to insurs that the shift from the family as workplace to
the Zactory shold provide sultable phys;bal'pmotection;

(¢) even more subtly, srowing understanding of development
requires that tasks performed by children should not be
injurious to muscular, bone, or neural growthj

(d) to insure that the poor.and disadvantaged are not placed
at a further disadvantage with vegard to ?ducation.z

In‘céntradistinction to these positive objectives, Hamburger<lists the
following negative effects of removing teen-age children from the labor
market:

(2) the deliberate removal, sometimes for long periods of
tine, of a significant aspect of the real world from
the lives of chlidxen;

(b) the tendency to homogenize children, especially in
adolescence, so that they tend to receive an excess
of verbal, intellectual experlence as compared with
the whole range of developmental experlencess

(e) the removal of children from the production of goods
and services which aggravates the sharp discontinuilty
between school and work,

B. How WECEP Can Functicn to Achieve Its Coals,

Thus, it is clear that there are both negative and positive aspects to

the participation of teen-age children in the labor market., To put the
issue in morz formal terms, there 1s some optimal mix, at any given time
in a person's life cycle, between formal education, on~the-job training,

3/ Ibid., p. 2.
.ly Ibid., p. 3.



labor maxrket activity and 1eisure¢§/ It is an understatement to note
that our understanding of the optimal nature of this mix for i~ and
15-year-olds, the targeted age group for the Work Experlence and Career
Exploration Progran (WECEP) is not known wiih any precision,

To the extent that the current mix is not optimal, soclety can expsct
stresgses to develop as the behavior which individuals desire deviates
from soclety's prescriptlons, Prima facle evidence that the mix
between formel schooling and labor force activity is not optimal is
the presence of a relatively high drop-out rate, low motivation to
learn and such things as truancy and behavior that leads to suspension,
all of which effectively reduce the total time one spends in school,

Thus, the WECEP program has been devised as an effort to change the mix
of formal schooling and labor force activity and, ideally, raise the
quality and efficiency of both types of activitles, The Ohio Occupa=-
tional Work Adjustment Program (the WECEP program in Ohio) states the
objective of the WECEP program as followss

Occupational work adjustment (WECER) is a program designed
to serve youth 14 and 15 year (slc) of age who are dropout prone
and who may not be in school long enough to enroll in vocatlonal
oeducation, This program is almed specifically at helping such
enfranchised (sic) youth to become- reoriented and motivated 6/
toward education and- egylore careers through work experience.

However, while economic thecry in general cleaxly indicates that there
is an optimal distribtution of various activities with respect to time
and one's current stage in his life cycle, and while there is evidence
that our soclety may not have found this optimum for sign’ficant numbers
of its teen-age youth, it 1s not clear exactly how such & program will
achieve a reduction in the dysfunctlionel efiects of a non-opiimal
distribution of effort between formal schooling and lator force activity,

On the simplest level of analysis, it 1s obvious that this program
increases the options of students who formerly had the cholces only of

5/ See, for Anstance, Gary S, Becker, "A Theory of the Allocation
of Time," The BEconomic Journal, September, 1965, and H, Gregg Lewis,
"Houxrs of Work and Hours of Leisure,"” Industrial Relations Research
- Assoclation, Proceedings, December, 1957,

6/ "statement Concerning the Objectives of the OWA Program” State
Department of Educatlon, Division of Vocatlional Education, Distritutive
Education Services, Columbug, Ohlo, p. 1,



formal schooling or leisure. This in itself should lead to an overall
increase of benefit to the individual student, However, the supporters
of such programs, of which Career Exploration and ACTION-Learning are
variants, would like to argue for a causal relationship btetween program
perticipation and improved performance in formal education, But, in
order to argue for such causality, it is necessary to lndicate the exact
. Way in which program participation leads to increased scholastic
performance, This can be difficult to do, since we know so litile about
the way in which educational outputs are produced, A look at the types
of persons at which WECEP iz divected does provide some clues, however,
as ¢o0 the suggested interaition between the program inputs and its
desired outputs, The program in Florida (and, in general, nationally)
is directed towards the following types of students possessing one or
more of the following characteristics:

over age in grade,

not relating with classwork,

truancy problems,

need to work to continue their education,

deprived econcrically,

negative attitudes concerning work, school or soclety,
allenated children,

discipline problems, and

half-day performers,

Py

OR MO AR o' D

How can a program such as WECEP, simply by providing work experience for
in-school children, help solve such serious economic, social and
psychological disabilities? Part of the answer to this question 1s
straightforward, With respect to points a), d) and e), the program
clearly reduces the ovportunity costs of staying in school., It is a
cost to soclety and the individual to keep teen-age children in school,
laws and restrictions against labor force activity notwithrcanding. As
Tables 1 and 2 clearly show, the labar force participatiorn rate of 14-
and l5-year-old youths is greater than zexro, A slgnificent proportion
can and does work., There =»re opportunitles for thls age group to
engege In productive activity in the economy, 7To the extent that this
ege group remains in sechool, soclety gives up production these teen=-agers
could have otherwlse produced, The teen-~agers give up wages, These
foregone wages and foregone production represent part <f the cost of
keeping this age group 1n schools_.Jhus, a liberalization of restraints
on their labor force participation will reduce the costs of maintaining .
this age group in school with no necessary loss in educatlional or
scholastic performance, Presumably, hours spent in school attendance
which are of low marginal value to the student, such as study halls or
gym classes, can be spent now in labor market activity which will yield
a greater addition to the individual's and society's level of benefit
than did the previous activity. The value of the remalning hours in
school is enhenced both because of a partial restructuring of the

L
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curriculum and because, in resource allocation terms, the law of
diminishing returns implies a higher return to the remaining hours left
in formal schooling., In short, providing some time release from formal
schooling to work actlivity reduces the incentive to be truant or engage
in activity desdgned t0 galn release from school through suspension or
other types of schovl-imposed discipline, \
Howevn? it is not clear how work experience alone will allev1ate such
problems as allienation, truancy, or negative attitudes concerning work,
school or socliety, On the other hand, other aspects of the program
should have positive effects on such disabllities for there is a focus
on an increase in the amount of contsct between the student and the
teacher~-coordinator who administers and operates the WECEP unit,

Thus, the program should achleve its objectives both by lowering the
opportunity costs of school attendance and by providing an increase in
counseling services and other forms of teacher~student interaction, As
stated in the objectives of the Ohio OWA (WECEP) program,

. » .Ideally, the teacher-coordinator “"instructs the stugdents
for the related and job adjustment program as well as super-
vising and counseling them in their work experience placement,
The in-school instruction is almed at helping the student
become work oriented and to encourage him to continue his
education for a job, Instruction will be offered in jJob

ad Justment information and job performance information as well
a5 remedial instruction in academic subjects,”.

While we cannot clearly specify the exact relationshlp between the
program inputs and its desired outputs, we do have enough information
on how the program operates to focus the analysie on the following
program outputs and related key questions,

G, Program Outputs of WECEP,

The méjor outputs of the program ares

a) reduction of the absence and truancy rate and, ultimately,
the drop-out rate;

b) Aimprovement of scholastic performance ox, at least no
adverse effects on the health, safety, welfare and scholastic
performance of the participants due to the relaxation of
Child Labor Regulation #3; and

7/ Ibid., p. _1'



c} & greater appreclation of occupational alternatives,

To determiﬁe the degree to which the program has met thebe objectives,
We seek answers to the following questions:

a) What is the relation between length of enrollment in WECEP
end the increase in school atterdance? What is the slze of
these eifects?

b) To whet extent does enrollmant in WECEP affect such measures
. of educational performance as grade poinl average?

¢) What is the relation between enrollment in WECEP and the
+  probability of belng cited for truancy or suspension?

d) Whai is the relation between. enrollment in WECEP and improve-
nment in labor market and scholestic-att;tudes and values?

e) What 1s the relatlon betw(." hcurs worked per week in WECEP
and attendance and tawxdin:sy?:

£) What is the impact of the relaxation of Child Iabor Regulation
#3 with respect to hours worked and restricted occupations on
the safety and health of WECEP participants?

g) To what extent does carser exploration oceur #ithin the progran?

NS h) To what extent does the program tend to reduce delinquency or
o . other behavioral pmob&ems°

1) To what extent is there a difference in program outputs between
WECEP experlence in public versus private employments? To what
exien’ is there any difference in program impact as a function
o’ different occupations?

'3)  Wbat are the problems which potentlally limit the effectiveness
- of the WECEP program? For instance, would a reduction in the
minimum wage rate for tmen-age youth Increase the attractiveness
of the program to employers? How would this affect %he
~ attractiveness of the program to WECEP students?

D, Structure of the WECEP Program,

The structure of a program should reflect the program originator's

concepts of the necessary program inputs and the way in which these o
inputs are formulated and interact to create the desired outputs o
enumerated above, In this regard, the WECEP program is set up by an
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amendment to Child Labor Regulation #3, issued pursuant to the Falr
Labor Standards Act (effective November 5, 1969, to August 31, 1972).
This amendment provides for necessary deviatlions from the child labor
standards to permit students to participate in the program, Students
in approved work experience and career exploration programs may be
employed as many as 28 hours during any wesk when school is in sesslon
und as many as four hours on a school day. Any portion of this work
time may occur during school hours, The maximum number of hours a
person 14 or 15 years of age may be employed when school is not in
session 1s eight hours a day and 40 hours a week. Minors enrolled in
an approved program may ba employed in any occupation permitted to 14-
and l5~year-olds under the child labor provisions of the Act and,
additionally, in any occupation for which a variation has been obtalned
from the Dirvector of the Bureau of lLavor Standards, Under no clrcum-
stances may program enrollees be employed in mining or manufacturing
occupations or occupations that have been declared hazardous for
youngsters under 16, :

The program 1s set up in terms of units of 12 to 20 students under the
direction of a teacher-coordinator, A control group of the same size is
intended to be randomly selected from the remaining population of
students who are eligible for the program, However, the program does
not have a pure experimental design since it was not always the case
that students of a given eligible population were randomly assigned to
aither the WECEP program or the control group, In some cases, the
control group was developed after the fact., In one state the concept of
an exverimenicl design was rejected out of hand,

Temcher-Coordinator Functions. The teacher-coordinator supervises the
unit for which he or she is responsible, In addition, the following
specific dutles are required:

select and place students,

choose work stations Tor the students,

coordinate the work and education aspects of the program,
maintain records, WECEP data forms and prepare program reports,
counsel students, and .

conduct in-school related class instruction,

HoROo o

Program Operatlon, The program provides for both a course of study and
actual job experlemce. School classes include academic courses stipulated
by state requirements for graduation as well as instruction in job-related
and employability skill develorment, Incividualized or remedlal
inatructlon is given where needed, Credits toward graduation are awarded
for both in-school related instruction and on-the-job work experlence in
accordance with the standaxds of the respective participating states, A
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part of the instruction is almed toward development of safety concepts
related to school, community, and employment as well as toward
development of desirable attitudes toward work.

A minimum of two class periods per day is devoted to Job-related and
employability skill instruction, and & minimum of two periods is
devoted to regular required general subjects or other elective subjects
meeting state standards. A maximum of four hours is allowed at the
work station, while the combined school-work day may not exceed 8 hours.
Work experience is received on jobs permitted or approved under Federal
or state laws and is under the supervision of the teacher-coordinator
and ‘employer. The program is constructed so as to provide students
with an opportunity to advance academically as well as to grant them
exposure to a wide range of career possibilities, Flexibility in the
curriculum provides for entrances and exits, An enrollee can pursue
higher academic training or can go into a vocational skill progranm,

The program's aim is toward development of vocatlonal skill attltudes
rather than treining in a particular vocation,

E. Relation to Prlor Research,

The WECEP p:rogram is complementary to, but not a perfect substitute for,
such educatlonal and manpower programs as the Job Corps, the Nelghborhood
Youth Corps (NY). =nd cooperative vocational education, Some indication
of the potential impact of the WECEP program can be gained by looking at
the experience of the in-school NYC. The comparison 1is not exact,
hovwever, since the average ages of the two populations served differ and
WECEP is, as indicated above, a much more elaborate and structured
program than the in-school Nit, Also, it may be the case that drop-out
patterns begin at age 1l or 15 or earlier, rather than after the legal
age to drop out, 16, Hence, any evaluation of NYC may be biased by this
phenomenon, since the NYC deals with an older population which can
legally drop out of school, WECEP, by having an lmpact at an earlier
average age, may have a potentially greater impact than the NYC on
reducing tendencies to drop out.

A major nationwide evaluation of the in-wchool and summer NYC was
performed by Somers and Stromsdorfer. Their study, using single equation
models, ordinary least squares regression, showed that the program
increased the labor force participation rate of the NYC participants,
and, although wage rates were not affected, earnings increased due to

the relative rise in labor force participation rates, However, the
program had no significant impact on eitg the high school gradvation
rate or on years of schooling completed.l/ Subsequent preliminery

8/ Gerald G, Somers and Ernst W, Stromsdurfer, A Cost-Effectiveness
Analysis of the In-School and Summer Nelghborhood Youth Corps, Madison
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"= the WECEP participants and the control group. A population of eligible
students was first selected and then students were randomly assigned to

revorking of the same data by George F, Brown, et al., which uses a
simulteneous equation model, suggests that participation in the summer
NYC reduces the probability of dropping out of high school by .1% (or,
in percentage terms, 1% percent), while participation in the in-school
NYC suggests an increased probability of dropping out of school. A
f£inal resolut of these conflicting results still remains to be
accomplished,

It is important to emphasige that the in-school and summer NYC program
is a straight work program with some aspects of an income maintenance
program, Although there was some initial emphasis on counseling in the
NYC, generally little of this service was suppllied, Also, the concept
of the teacher-coordinator working closely with the students and
supplying a significant amount cf personal support, counseling and
guldance is missing. Finally, unlike the NYC, there is no subsidy
aspect in the employment relationship in WECEP, One can assume that
the wage rate earned measures the WECEP students' productivity. It can
be argued that there is a greater likelihood that the WECHP participants
engage in meaningful work than does the average in-school NYC partici-
pent, Thus, the opportunities to learn marketable skills and behavior
mey be greater, )

Specific Evaluations of WECEP., There are no evaluations of the WECEP
program as a whole, but there are several evalustions of specific WECEP
units that have come to our attention,

The study by Mannebach and Darley concerns the experience of two WECEP
units in the Louisville, Kentucky, Public Schools,10/ A notable aspect
of this study was the use of an experimental design in the selection of

either the WECEP program or the control group., Those selected into the
WECEP sample were then invited to Join the WECEP program., However, we

Wisconsin: Industrial Relatlons Research Institute, Center for Studles

_ in Vocational and Technicel Education, University of Wisconsin, 1970,

9/ George F, Browr, Jr,, et al,, Aralysis of the Neighborhood Youth
Corps Program, Memorandum (PRI’TCNA) 1953=-72, the Public Research
Institute, Center for Naval Analysis, 1401 Wilson Blvd., Arlington, Va.,
19 December 1972,

10/ Alfred J, Mannebach and Lorreine X, Darley, The Effectiveness of
a Work Experlence and Career Exploration Program, Lexington, Kentuckys
Kentucky Research Coordinating Unlt, Department of Vocational Education,
University of Kentucky, February, 1972, '
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are not told exactly how many of the potential WECEP group actually
enrolled and what their characteristics were, Since enrollment in the
program is voluntary, it is still possible for self-selectlon blas to
exist within the actual WECEP sample. For instance, it may well be
that only students with & pozitive work orientation would actually join
WECEP, It would not be too surprising then to find them expressing
more positive work values, motivation, etc,, than the control group.

The Mannebach-Darley study is an attitudinal analysis based on 40
questions to which the students are invited to respond on a Likert

scale from 1 to 5, Typlical questions are, "It doesn't matter if I mise
work often," or, "There 1s no need for me to put extra effort into my
work,” The authors conclude that WECEP "made a significant difference
in the_several attitudes of potential drop-outs concerning thelr view of
work, " However, many of these questions are expressions of the
ideology of the Protestant work ethic, There is no necessary assurance’
that behavior always conforms to ideology. To present a simple case,
one need only consider the Sixth Commandment.

The WECEP Annual Report for New Jersey for the School Year Ending June,
1970, found a positive effect of the WECEP program basea on several
indicators; however, the analysis does not control for differences in
soclo-demographic characteristics among the WECEP students and the
controls, The study showed a 25% change in absences in favor of the
WECEP students, However, while the WECEP students had a one percentage
point drop in grades of D and F between the first and second semesters,
the control students had six percentage point drop in D°’s end F's,

Thus, the evidence based on these two indices shows a mixed effect for
the WECEP program., But no sound conclusions can be drawn in the absence
of control for the intervering influence of socio-demographic variables,

The WECEP program at the Pleasant Valley Junior High School in Cleveland,
Ohlo, reports a 7,1% increase in attendance and a 48% decresase in
tardiness during the 1970~71 school year, Grades improved from a ,688
average on 2 4,00 base in the 1969-70 school year to a 1,60 average on

a 3,00 base in the 1970-71 school year., However, no figures are given
for 2 control group. Thus, it is very difficult to evaluate the program
impact in even the grossest of terms,

The WECEP unit in Bloomlngton, Indlana, has set up its own business, a
filling statlion, auto rep2ir and used car lot in ii?ition to the usual
types of jobs which WECEP students manage to get.lz

11/ Ibid., p. 20,

12/ Work Experience and Career Exploration Program Monroe County
Community Schools, Bloomington, Indiana, A Report from Kenneth Bales,
Director. March 3, 1972,
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The Boca Raton WECEP program reported a 16.8% drop in absences among

the 22 completors of the WECEP unit, (There were 27 starters.,) Fallures
dropped from nine in 1969-70 to one in 1570~ 1 The average grade level
for the students in the unit rose from D to C,.d/

Finally, based on a national program evaluation of five months of
experience in 1969-70 by the Bureau of Labor Standards, the WECEP group
of students showg fewer absences and slightly higher grades than the
control groups.

Thus, while all these short reports tend to show a positive gross impact
for the WECEP progrem, the evidence is not conclusive, The present
study should clear up some of these guestions.

" F, Msthodology of This Study.

This study focuses on the impact of the WECEP program during the 1971-72
school year, Out of the total population of 7,943 WECEP participants
located in 576 WECEP units and a somewhat smaller population of controls,
690 WECEP participants and 575 controls were randomly chosen for study.
The method of selection was based on probabiliti selection propor-
tional to size of WECEP unit, with replacement, This ensures that the
study speaks for the population of WECEP students as a whole rather
than, say, the population of WECEP units, In additlion, a sample of

200 teacher-coordinators was also chosen with probability of selection
Proportional to size of WECEP unit, with replacement; 100 each were
selected from the 1970~71 and 1971-72 national WECEP programs, respec-
tively, Replies from 162 of these teacher-coordinstors were received -
after four mail contacts and up to three or more person-to-person
telephone contacts., A sample of 100 WECEP employers was chosen with
probablility of selection proportional to *he number of WECEP students
they hired during the 1971-72 school year, Sixty-three usable replies
were received after four mail contacts and at least three efforts to
contact by person-to-person long distance telephone. Finally, & sample
of 100 WECEP and control students was randomly selected from the 1971-72

13/ Statistical Summary--Work Experience Program--School Year
1970-71, Work Experience Department, Boca Raton Junior High School,
Boca Raton, Florida, June 1971,

1/ “Fourteen and 15-Year-0lds Participate in Work Experience
Progz?m,” Safety Standards, Vol. 19, No, 6, November-December 1970,
P. 16, .

15/ See Leslie Kish, Survey Sampling, New York: Johr Wiley and
Sons, Inc., 1965, Chapter 7 for a discussion of this methodology of
sanple selection,
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sample of students, 50 for each group., These students were interviewed
in person by the teacher-coordinator in the respective WECEP unit
locations, There are 65 usable replies to this sample, 39 WECEP students
and 26 controls,

¥hile simple disinterest was the main reason for lack of teacher-
coordinator response, the major non-response problem with the employer
sample was lack of a proper firm name, address or name of flrm proprietor
so that often it was not possible to contact a former WECEP employer at
all, Changes of managership or ownership was an additional factor,
Finelly, some marginal businesses had ceased to exist by the time of

this study. 1In most cases, non-response to the personal questionnaire
administered to students was due to the fact that the student or his
family had moved out of the area or was in the area btut with no forwarding
address, In one case, & student was being detalned by police on
suspicion of a criminal offense and could not be interviewed,

The Problem of the Control Group, There are several methodological
problems with the present study, the major one belng the quality of the
control_group, Unlike the Louisville WECEP study done by Mannebach and
Darley,10/ there is no guarantee that an experimental design was used
across the participating states in the selection of the WECEP partici-
pants and the controls, First, participation in the program is volun-
tary, so that self-selection blas is a factor here, That self-selection
bles 1s a factor is evidenced by the fact that, based on the personal
interview sample of WECEP students and controls, the WECEP students were
much more likely to have work experience prior to WECEP than were the
controls, Twelve, or about 31 percent, of the WECEP sample had had a
Job prior to enrollment in WECEP. In contrast, only two, or 7.6 percent,
of the control group had had a job in the recent past. (See Appendix
Table G-2,)

Second, at least one of the state directors of WECEP totally regjected
the random assignment approach even though it was made clear that the
study is experimental in nature and required a random assignment of
students to the WECEP and control groups from ti4 larger eligible
population, However, specizal efforts were made to ensure that each
WECEP state director and each high school princiral and teacher-
coordinator did understand that this was an experimental program and that
random assignment was critical to the success of the analysis, Control
for the influence of different socio-demographic variables reduces the
error, mainly self-selection tias, interjected by lack of an experimental
design, but the self-selection blas which is inherent in a non-
experimental deslgn cannot be fully controlled for, In particular, the

16/ Mannebach and Darley, op, cit.
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study lacks evidence on the income, education and soclo-economic status .
of parents, all of which ere highly correlated with e child's educationsl
aspirations and pexformance.

The Problem of Drop-Outs, The study suffers from an unknown blas due to
the fact that records ars avallable only for those WECEP students who
completed the school year or semester. Those who dropped out of WECEP
for whatever reason are subtastantially not represented in the analysis,
While scme of these drop-outs may have droppsd out for reasons not
connacted with schooling or the WECEP program or who may have achieved
nexinun attainable benefit fyom the program, clearly, some of the dyop=-
outs must be considered pr-gram fallures, Their exclusion from the
analysis will impaxrt an vpward bias to the results, Unfortunately, we
do not even know how lavxge this drcp-out group is for the national WRCEP
poplation as & whols,

Finally, due tc ~\msing oliservations on certain variables such as Irade

point average 0. «bsences, additional non-response bias exists 1. the
data,
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CHAPTER 2

EVALUATION OF THE WECEP PROGRAM
ON EDUCATIONAL PERFORMANCE

A, Intraduction,

This chapter evaluates the effect of the WECEP program on selected
measures of educational performance. The major intent of the analysls
is to determine the effect of hours worked per day and per week on
pexformance, The impact of total hours worked during the entire time in
the WECEP program is also evaluated, The chapter is broken into thrse
parts, First, the broad characteristics of the sample are described.
Next, the gross impact of the program on educational performance is
discussed. In these gross comparisons, no significance tests between
neans are conducted since patterns of effect and significance will
likely change when analysis 1s performed which uses multiple regression
analysis, Flnally, a set of models to analyze the impact of WECEP is
estimated by means of multiple regression analysis,

It is important to stress at this point that we are only estimating the
net bsnefits of the WECEP program exclusive of the costs of the program,
Since coats are not estimated and compared to benefits, we can make no
efficiency Jjudgments based on this analysis. We cannot say if the
ogram 1s efficlent, that is, average and marginal benefits

appropriately discounted) are equal to or greater than average and
nmarginal costs (appropriately @iscounted), Nor do we know if this
program, as currently ~omstituted, ie the most efficient alternative
among an almost infinite number of programs one could devise to aid the
target population in question., What we can determine, however, is
whether the program has any positive effects at &ll,

B, Structure of the Sample,

The mumber and quality of independent variables on which to perform
analysis 1s pelatively limited in this study. However, the variables
which are available are the major educational and socio-demographic
variables one would want to consider in such an analysis as this, It
would be desirable, however, to havo information on the income,
education and : .cio-economic and occupational status of the students®
parents, since these varlables are highly correlated with educational
aspirations and performance, The main problem of this study lies,
however, in the large amount of missing information on such variables
as ethnic origin and grade point average prior to entry into the WECEP
program,
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TABLE 3

SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE STUDY SAMPLE

WECEP Non~WECEP
# 4 # %
Ago (as of December, 1971)
13 2 0.3 8 1.4
14 201 29.1 198 4
15 375 She3 275 7.8
16 - 81 11,7 85 14,8 .
17 4 0.6 5 0.9
18 1 0.2
gﬁ Ascertained 27 3.9 3 0.5
14,8 14,8
SD (0.7) (0.7)
Sex
Hale 47 79.3 406 70,6
Female 139 20,1 169 29.4
Hot Ascertained Ly 0.6
Ethnic Origin .
¥hite 240 3.8 263 Ls,7
Black and Other 69 16.0 59 10.3
Not Ascertained 381 55.2 253 4,0
State of Origin
Florida 289 41,9 168 29,2
I1linois 30 "03 31 50“’
Indiana 25 3.6 20 3¢5
Kentucky 15 2,2 Y 2.4
Minnesota 13 1,9 9 1.6
New Jersey 8k 12,2 77 13,4
Chio 229 33.2 237 41,2
Not Ascertained 3 0.4 ~

Notess }/ M = the mean exclusive of not ascertained reapomses, SD is
the standard deviation of the mean,
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As Table 3 shows, the WECEP and non-WECEP samples have an identical
mean and standard deviation with respect to age, Age is not ascertalned
for a trivial proportion of the sample, Note that several WECEP and
non-YECEP students are well beyond the program cutcff age of 15, though
astudents may enter the program at 15 end continue on through the school
year even when they reach age 16, The sex composition of the sample
differs between the two groups, About 79 percent of the WECEP sample is
male, while only 70,6 percent of the non-WECEP sample is male, The
greatest problem lies #ith the ethnic origin variable., The ethnic origin
of 55.2 percent of the WECEP sample and 44,0 percent of the non-WECEP
sample 1s not ascertainsd, This means that one either omits this
variable from analysis in oxder to preserve the number of observations,
or else one includes the variable in the analysis with the result that
considerable non-response bias due to missing observations occurs, We
chose not to use the variable in the regression analysia to follow, The
reader's attention is directed to Appendix Tables 1, 2, 3 and 7 for
further descriptive statistics,

Grade point average, as an index of achievement, motivation and I1.Q.,

is seen as the major variable upon which to compare the similarity of
the two samples, It is fairly cleaxr that the WECEP and non-WECEP

samples differ in terms of pre-WECEP year grade point average (GPA) on
the basis of age, sex and ethnic origin, As a general statement, the
HWECEP students are of higher potential if GPA 1s an acceptable index of
achievement, motivation and I.Q, Fortunately, inclusion of this variable
in the analyses to follow should help control for these specific sample
differences,

C. Program Effects: Teacher-Coordinator Evaluation,

Tables 5 through 7 provlde the teachex-cocordinator evaluation of the
WECEP end non~WECKEP sample on the basis of a Likert scale with cholces
ranging from 1 to 5, where 1 = excellent, 2 = good; 3 = average,

4 w fair and 5 = poor, The initial rating is filled out when the WECEP
student begins the program or when the non-WECEP student is selected as

a member of the comparison sample, At the end of the WECEP year, each
WECEP and non-WECEP student is re-svaluated on the same set of performance
characteristics. Tables 4 through 6 show the average differences in
evaluatlion on each variable when the beginning evaluations are subtracted
from the ending evaluations, The major conclusions one draws from these
tables are that the performance of the WECEP students improved
dramatically over the course of thelr experience in the program, while
that of the non-WECEP students elther deteriorated slightly or stayed
constant, This 1s so whether one looks at the data on the basls of sex,
age or ethnic origin, Thus, on the face of it, one might conclude that
the WECEP program has had a remarkable impact on the participants’
behavior, conduct and school performance, However, this conclusion must
be qualified by the following points,
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TABLE 5
TEACHER-COORDINATOR EVALUATION OF WECEP AND NON-WECEP STUDENTS,
BY AGE: DIFFERTNCES IN RATING AT BEGINNING OF YEAR AND END OF YEAR

{ECEP Non-WECEP

l4and 15 and 14 and 15 and
Undex Over Undexr Over

Neatness ‘ M;/ 0.64 0.65 -0,05 -0,02
| s (0.71) (0,79) (0.68) (0.64)
N 194 436 192 343

Courtesy 0.59 0,68 -0,12 0,04
1&3.79) (0.82) (0.67) (0.77)

439 193 345

0,72 0,82 ~0,13 -0,13
(0.80) (0.88) (0.73) (0.71)
193 L21 185 336

2%32

Student®s Morale

Z%K

0.81 0,68 -0,11  =0,12
(0.90) (0.78) (0.77) (0.76)
194 439 193 345

006? 0072 -Oolu -0004
(0.88) (0.86) (0.76) (0.69)
194 439 193 345

Completion of Class
Assigrments

Cooperates with Teacher:

0.61 0,59 -0.07  -0,00
(0.77) (0.82) (0.65) (0.63)
194 439 193 342

oo 70 0059 -0008 —0010
(0.85) (0.75) (0.76) (0.67)
194 439 193 343

0,68 0,72 ~0,07 0,01
(0.89) (0.86) (0,78) (0.66)
194 139 192 338

0.66 0,58 ~0,05 0.01

(0.79) (0.78) (0.58) (0.53)
18 - 423 188 336

Gets Along with
Co-Students

Shows Initiative in School
York

Takes Part in Class
Disocussions

Careful Use of Books,
Supplies and Facilities

282 2%3 Z%E zgz

Notes: 1/ M 1s the mean, SD 1s thé standard deviation, and N the cell
alze,

2
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TABLE 6
TEACHER-COORDINATOR EVALUATION OF WECEP AND NON-WECEP STUDENTS,
BY RACE; DIFFERENCES IN RATING AT BEGINNING OF YEAR AND END OF YEAR

WECEP Non-WECF2

Rlack & Black &
Other White Other VWhite

Neatness Hl/ 0,72 0,68 -0,06 0,18
SD é°'69) (0.81) (0,45) (0.63)
] 7 228 5k 252
ertesy ’ M 0.8"" 007“ -0¢02 ‘0.13'~
SD 80.67) (0.93) {0.90) {0.7)
N 7 228 sk Ay
Studsent’s Moxrale K 0998 0:93 "0012 0,21
-8 (0.7%) (0.9%) (0.6¢) (0.73)
N 50 226 3y 81
Cmpletion of Claszs M 0075 0091 -0,07 -0 26
Asaigmments s (0.,91) (0.87) (0.51) (0.80)
N 67 228 54 s
Cooperates with Teacher M 0.66) (0.93) ZOagB) E0.16)
SD 0.83 0.93 0,62 0.79
N 27 228 sk p 0
Gets Along with Co-Students M 0.62) (0.78) : EO.OU) 20.12)
Sb 0.7 0.90 0.55 0.73
| N g? 228 Sk 242
Shous Initistive in Scheel M 0.75 0.79 ~0,20 =0,16
SD é0.68) - (0.90) (0.,68) (0.74)
N 7 228 58 0 24
Takes Part in Class M 0.75 0098 '0013 "0015
Discasaions sp (0.88) (1.01) (0.59) (0.73)
N 67 22R 53 82
Careful Use .of Books, H 0.51 .86 «0,06 =0,12
Supplies and Facilities SD 20.70) (0.92) (0.45) (0.60)
: N 7 228 54 712

Notes: 1/ M 1s the mean, SD is the standard deviation, and N the cell
slzs,
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TABLE 7
2N TEACHER-COORDINATOR EVALUATION OF WECEP AND NON~WECEP STUDENTS,
' BY SEXs DIFFERENCES IN RATING AT BEGINNING OF YEAR AND END OF YEAR

WECEP Non-WECEP

Female Male  Female  Male

Neatness M;/ 0,67 0.64 ~0,12 0,01
sp {0,72) (0.,77) (0.75) (0.60)
N 130 508 157 379

Courtesy M 0,73 0,65 0.01 -0,03
D (0.76) (0.83) (0.77) (0.72)
N 131 510 158 381

Student®s Morale M 0,81 0,78 0011 =0, 14
S)

D (0.81) (0.87) (0.68) (0.74)
128 Lol 153 369

0,86  0.69 -0.15  -0,10
(0,91) (0,79) (0.88) (0,72)
131 510 158 381

Completion of Class
Assigmmenta

0,76 ~ 0.69 -0.15  -0,05
(0,91) (0.86) (0.76) (0.70)
131 510 158 381

Cooperates with Teacher

{

N
H
SD
N
M
SD
N
Gets Along with M 0,72 0,58  -0,09 0,00
Co-Students sD (0.84) (0.79) (0.63) (0,64)
N 131 510 157 379
M
SD
N
M
sSD
N
M
SD
N

Shows Initiative in School
Hork

0.79 _ 0,60 =0,12 -0,.08
(0.89)  (0.75) (0.78) (0.67)
131 510 156 381

Takes Part in Class
Discussions

0,84 0,69 -0,04 -0,02
(0.95) (0.84) (0.81) (0.66)
131 510 153 378

0. 0.58 -0,03 -0,01
(0.76)  (0.79) (0.63) (0.51)
118 496 153 372

Careful Use of Books,
Supplies and Facilitles

Notess 1/ M is the mean, SD is the standard deviation, and N the cell
size,
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F'rst, the evaluations are purely subjective even though several of the
measures can concelvably be measured in objective terms, such as
“"completion of cless assigmments,” "Student’s morale,” though, is an
ephemeral variable, to say the least, and can only be consldered an
approximation to what is intended to be measured. It 1s not an
objective variable,

Next, each teacher-coordirator may have different concepts of what is

“"excellent” and what is "poor," Thus, different units of measurement

are undoubtedly employec. by different teachers and perhaps by the same
tsacher at different points of time.

Third, an arbitrary ordinal scale is assigned to five different nominal
categories, Any other scale which preserved the same relative rankings
would have been juci as acceptable, say a 1, 15, 22, 23, 107 scale, We
have no agsureuce that the relative and absolute rankings among the five
choices arcurately reflect the intensity of differences which the
qualitative categories are intended to measure,

Finally, there is the possibility of a "halo effect” in that the teacher-
coordinator is the judge, Jury and prosecutor in this particular
evaluation, The WECEP students were coasistently evaluated higher on the
basis of every avallable socio-demographic grouping at the point of
rzogram beginning, If the WECEP and non~WECEP students came from the
sane population, they would, on the average, have been evaluated the
same on every measure at the beginning of the program, Ideally, a third
party with no emotionel or intellectual involvement with the students in
“he sample should have performed these before and after evaluations, As
a practical matter, also, the teacher-coordinator has much more extensive
involvement with the WECEP students than with the controls, He or she
knows the WECEP students considerably better. Whether familiarity breeds
contempt is not clear, but certainiy, the teacher-coordinators spend more
time with the WECEP stndents, and this will affect their evaluation in
subtle ways that are not necessarily connected with objective program
performance. One way to overcome this problem would have been to employ
placebo treatments on the control group. Because the WECEP students
recelve speclal treatment, there may be something of a Hawthorne Effect
operating on the WECEP students due to their extensive-interaction with
the teacher-coordinator. Of course, this potentlal Hawthorne Effect can
also obscure the estimatlion of impact on the more objective measures of
progrem effect, such as GPA or absences., In addition, it may obscure the
measurement of such important contributions of the teacher-coordinator
ag counseling,

In short, for the above reasons, we do not place too much reliance on
these measures of program effect, What they probably do show, though,
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is that the morale and commitment of teacher-coordinators to the program
was high, This 1is some measure of Program success in itself, since such
commitment 1s a prerequisite to effective operation of the progxam,

D, Program Effectss Measures of Scholastic Performance,

This analysis is broken down into two sections, First, the gross
program effects are presented. Then, regression models are used to
analyze the data in greater detail., Again, significance tests are not
provided for the cross-tabulations, since the signs, sizes and statis-
tical significance of the program effects can change in the more
complex interactions of the regression analysis,

Age, Table 8 shows the program impact as a function of age., For
students 14 and under, those in WECEP show a .38 of ore grade point
(GPA) increase in subjects required by the school or stato over the
course of the WECEP experilence, while their comparison counterparts
show 2 dscrease of .14 of a grade point, For those 15 and over, WECEP
students show a ,19 of one grade point increase in required subjects,
while the non-WECEP counterparts show & ,07 decrease over the progran
time period.

There does not appear to be any difference in the percent of students
promoted between the WECEP and non~WECEP groups as a function of age,
WECEP students 14 and under showed no change in absences when the WECEP
experience is compared to the year prior to WECEP, while their non-
WECEP ccunterparts show about a 7-day increase in absences, A similar
pattexrn 1s true for those students age 15 and over,

The WECEP students 14 and under also pexform better than their non-
WECEP counterparts with respect to tardiness, but the drop in tardiness
over the WECEP experience 1s similar for WECEP and non-WECEP students
age 15 and over, ’

Ethnic Origin, As seen in Table 9, black WECEP students show a 44 GPA
improvement, while black non-WECEP students show a ,09 drop in required
subjects, White WECEP students show a ,30 GPA improvement in required
subjects, while white non-WECEP students show a .17 GPA drop.

* Black WECEP students have a higher promotion rate than black non-WECEP
students, but the difference between white WECEP and non-WECEP students
is minimal,

The number of absences of both WECEP and non-WECEP black students
increases in the WECEP year, but the WECEP increase is greater, For
white students, on the other hand, absences of WECEP students drop by
2.4 days but rise by 6.3 days for non-WECEP students,
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TABLE 8
SCHOLASTIC PERFORHANGE BY AGE, FOR SELECTED EDUCATIONAL VARIABLES,
1971-72 SCHOOL YEAR CG&PARED TO PREVICUS SCHOOL YEAR

WECEP Non-HECEP
2 I and 15and 1% and 15 and
Undex Qver Under Qver

Cunulative Grade Point Average Hy 2.6 2,51 2,0 2.28
for previous year: subjects sp  (0.07) (o 77)  (0.63) (0.,7%)
required by school or state 188 200 350

=

2.96 2,73 2,83 2,72

Cumulative Grade Point Averege
(0.91) (0.97) &2.9’*) 2(()3.94)

for previous year: other

subjects 89 186
End of school year grade average 3,02 2,70 2,26 2,21
(1971-72)9 Bubjects mquued by (0.90) (0.83) (0082) (0078)
aohool or state 190 432 194 W7
End of school year grade average 3.‘65 3.04 2,54 2,60
(1971-72): other subjects (0.99) (1,00) (1.01) (1.03)
78 155 124 222
95 82 ol 83

% Promoted
. 3 235 107 173

4.8 21,0 18,2 25,8
(14.4)  (20.4) (18.0) (23.2)
77 221 87 150

Days absent year prior to
entering WECEP

Days absent during WECEP year 4,7 20,4 25,0 30.0

(15.3) (19.7) (19.6) (2%,1)
47

153 103 161
Days tardy year prier to 7.8 9.6 7.7 12,0
entering WECEP (12.3) (%.3) Q2. 9) (15.4)
72 143 56 110

Days tardy during WECEP year 4,0 7.0 745 9.8
(4 7)  (1.1) (13.8) (12.4)

115 85 130

= =
zcé: zgzz Z%ﬂg ng 2R Zté lzg's Zgz
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Table 8
Scholastic Performance, by Age, for Seiected Educational Variables,
1971-72 School Year Compared to Previcus School Year (contirmed)

WECEP Non-HECEP . °
14 ard 15 and 1% and 15 and
Underxy Over Under Ovar

% Ever Truant % 10 12 13 1
N 201 459 206 364

% Ever Suspended % 5 7 8 6
' N 201 ko8 206 364

Notes: 1/ M is the mean, SD is the standexd deviation, and N the cell
sige, .
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TABLE 9

SCHOLASTIC PERFORMANCE, BY RACE, FOR SELECTED EDUCATIONAL VARIABLES,
1971-72 SCHOOL YEAR COMPARED TO PREVIOUS SCHOOL YEAR

WECEP Non-WECEP
Black & Black &
Other White Other White
Cumulative Grade Point Average Hl/ 2.36 2.40 2,07 2,29
for previous year: subjects sp (0.62) (0.,67) (0.68) (0.61)
required by school or state N 67 232 4 252
Cumulative Grade Point Average M 2.6 2,58 2.23 2.81
for previous year; other s (1.12) (0.82) (0.81) (0.90)
subjects ' i 32 119 24 140
End of school ysar grade average W 2.80 2,70 1,98 2,12
(1971-72): subjects required by SD (0.85) (0.,92) (0.68) (0,77)
school or state N 67 230 55 248
End of school year grade average H 3.13 .41 2,44 2,49
(1971-72)s other subjects sp  (1.13) (1.06) (0,70) (0,96)
N 30 99 21 177
% Promoted % 80 90 76 91
N 4 218 51 186
Days absent year prior to M 20.5 19.6 32,0 21.6
entering WECEP sp (19.5) (19.5) (21.1) (21,8)
N 58 198 54 166
Days absent during WECEP year M 28,6 17.2 35.3 27.9
SD (26.1) (16.9) (26.4) (22.2)
N 29 139 35 209
Days tardy year prior to M 18,9 5.8 23,1 6.3
entering WECEP sp (17.4) (10.8) (14.7) (11.6)
N3 150 34 117
Days tardy during WECEP year M 19.2 3.5 15,9 | 7.2
sp (15.2)  (5.0) (16.6) (11.3)
N 21 117 17 177
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Table 9
Scholestic Performance, by Racs, for Selected Educational Variables,
1971-72 School Year Compared to Previous School Year (continued)

YECEP Non-KECEP
Black & Black &
Other Yhite Qther White
% Ever Truant % 1 & 2 6
N 70 240 58 262
% Ever Suspended % 1 5 0 2
N 70 239 58 262

Notess 1/ M is the mean, SD is the standerd deviation, and N the cell
sizs,
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In terms of tardiness, the experience of \lack WECEP students worsens
during the WECEP year, while it improves considerably for non-WECEP
black students, The reverse is the cese for white students,

With respect to truancy anl suspension frequencies, the picture is mixed,
Truansy ratres appear to be higher foi noa-WECEP students, but suspension
rates are iower for both ethnic groups, However, the high non-response
rate vitiates much of this comparison,

Sex, Both male and female WECKP students improve theixr GPA in required
courses, while their control counterparts have a deterioration in GPA,
However, promotion rates are somewhat higher for non-WECEP students as
a functlon of sex,

Absences increase more for WECEP females than for non-WECEP females,
while the absences of WECEP males decrease and absences of non-WECEP
males increase, WECEP females perform more poorly than their non-WECEP
counterparts with respect to tardiness, but the reverse is true for
males, There is no difference in truancy and suspension rates for WECEP
~and non-WECEP males, - With respect to females, this is also true of

" suspension rates, However, WECEP females have lower truancy rates than
non-WECEP females,

E, Program Effects: Multivariate Analysis,

This section provides an analysis of the effect of hours worked per day,
hours worked per week (including Satuxday hours), hours worked per week
(excluding Saturday hours), and total hours worked while enrolled in
WECEP on selected indices of educational performance. The basic
hypothesis being tested is that as hours worked increase, educational
performance will increase up to & point, but at a decreasing rate, and
then finally decrease. The reason for this is as follows: It is
postulated that some types of siudents, namely, those served by a
progran like WECEP (drop-out prone students), do not have their time
appropriately distributed between formal schooling, leisure, and market
work, Assuming that these students were devoting less than optimal
time to market work (and, likewise, more than optimal time to formal
schooling), then devotion of more time to market work and less time to
formal schooling will increase the effectiveness or efficlency of the
remaining hours spent on formal education, However, since it is also
possible to devote less than optimal time to formal schooling, the
benefits to be galned from reducing time spent in formal schooling
begin to decrease at some polnt, They could, conceivably, become
negative, It is thus possible, conceptually, to specify exactly the
optimal hours that should be spent at both merket work and in formal
schooling, The formal models of behavior developed in this section
test these possibllities,
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TABLE 10

SCHOLASTIC PERFORMANCE, BY SEX, FOR SELECTED EDUCATIONAL VARIABLES,
1971-72 SCHOOL YEAR COMPARED TO PREVIOUS SCHOOL YEAR

WECEP Non-WECEP
Female Male Female Male

Cunulative Grade Point Average My 2,74 2.50 2.51 2,26
for previous year: subjects sD (0.82) (0.73) go.';é) (0.67)
required by school or state N 128 481 160 393
Cumulative Grade Point Average M 3.16 2.71 2,98 2,69
for previous ysar: other sp  (0,95) (0.9%) (0.96) (0.92)
aut jects N 53 223 72 224
End of school year grade average M 3.16 2,71 2.35 2,19
(1971-72)s aubjects reguired by SD (0.83) (0.85) (0.82) (0.78)
school or state N 125 505 158 386
End of school year grade average M 3.41 3,20 2,61 2,57
(1971-72): other subjects sp  (1,01) (2.03) (1.06) (1,02)
N 50 187 88 260
% Promoted % 82 85 85 89
N sk 254 75 207
Days absent yeaxr prior to H 21.5 19,0 28.2 20,9
entering WECEP sD (18.3) (19.4) (23.3) (20.6)
R 52 246 68 171
Days absent during WECEP ysar M 25.3 17.8 30.6 26,9
sp (18,0) (18.,9) (18.2) (24.1)
N 35 - 165 82 184
Days tardy year prior to M b,7 10,0 8.7 11,4
entering WECEP sp (7.7) (14.6) (13.6) (15.2)
N 41 174 53 113
Days tardy during WECEP year M 5.6 6.2 Bolt 9.1
- s (5.6) (0.5) (11.7) (13.6)
N 28 132 68 147
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Table 10
Scholastic Performance, by Sex, for Selected Eduocationil Varlables,

197172 School Year Compared to Previous School Year (continued)

WECEP —__Non-WEGEP
Female Male Female Male
% Ever Truant % 9 11 14 11
N 136 532 169 Lok
% Ever Suspended % Yy 7 4 7
N 136 S31 169 Lol

Notess 1/ M s the mean, SD is the standard deviation, and N the cell
size,




"Dependent Variables, There are slx dlfferent dependent variables in
this analysis, They are as followst

Probabllity of being clted as truant, where 1 = truant and
0 = not truant;

2' Probability of being suspended, where 1 = suspended and
0 = not suspended;

Y3 Total days absent during WECEP year;
Yu Total days tardy during WECEP year;

Y5 Grade point average (GPA) for WECEP year, &ll courses, on &
5.0 scale; and

Y6 Grade point average for WECEP year, academic courses only, on
a 5,0 scale,

Two of these varlables, Y; and Yo, require comment, Each of these
variables measures only if a person had ever been cited for trvancy or
suspended. The frequency of truancy or suspension is not recorded, It
is quite possible and, as the personsal interviews show, actually the
case that the total mumber of truancy and suspension incidents varies
for those individuals who are ever cited, Thus, in our analysis it is
possible to show an unfavorable program impact on the probability of
belng suspended while, in fact, WECEP students may have fewer total
incidents of suspension relative to the control students, Of course,
the reverse could happen, also, Thus, the truancy and suspension
variatbles are not ideal, Variables which would measure the actual
mmber of suspensions and truancies would be conceptually more desirable,

One other variable wus omitted from the analysis, This was the proba-
bility of being promoted. In general, due to the phenomenon of "social
promotlon” and the possibility that the particular population intendsd
to be served by WECEP is most subject to social promotion, it was felt
that this variable, from a conceptual standpoint, was relatively
unreliable, The remaining varlables used in the analysis are objective
in nature, That 1s, a person either is or is not absent, and barring
any accounting error, the total days absent can be tallied up, Likewise,
several teachers are responsible for awarding gredes, not just the
teacher-coordinator, so that a student 1s evaluated by several different
people, On the average, their biases for or against a student ought to
cancel out on this variable, To check for possible blases, as well as
test the impact of WECEP on academic performance alone, variable Y4
subtracts that portion of the GPA due to WECEP courses per se.
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Independent Varlables., The independent variables in this analysis are
limited for two reasons., First, the WECEP data forms and school records
contained information on only a limited number of variables. Second,
nissing information on cexrtain variables, such as ethnic origin and I.Q.,
precluded thelr use due to the effect their use would have on reducing
sample eize and thus increasing the likelihood and extent of non-response
bilas in the study,

However, the variables that are available are adequate for the purposes
of the analysis, These are as follows:

Age, in years, at last birthday;
X2 Sex, where 1 = male and 0 = female;

x3 Grade point average in the year prior to WECEP, all courses,
on a 5,0 scales

xu Grade point average in the year prior to WECEP, academic
courses only, on a 5,0 scale;

Total days absent in the year prior to WECEP;

X6 Total days tardy in the year prior to WECEP;

x7 Total hours worked ﬁer school days

Xg Total hours worked per week, including Saturday work;
Total hours worked per week, excluding Saturday work;
Xlo Total hours worked throughout WECEP year; and

xll Total hours worked on Saturday,

Several of these variables deserve comment, The inclusion of the age
(X1) and sex (Xp) variables is straightforwaxd, For instance, as a
drop~out prone child ages, he is more likely to assert his personal
autonomy. This self-assertion might then be expressed as an increase
in absences or truancy, It might also be expressed as a desire to
rerform more merket work as the legal age to work approaches, From the
standpoint of sex, girls commonly perforn“better academically than do
boys, The grade point average (GPA) in the year prior to WECEP is an
excellent proxy for achlievement, motivation and native intelligence as
well as an excellent predictor of one's future GPA, As such, this is
a crucial variable in the analysis even thougit its inclusion resulted
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in the loss of about half of the observations in the sample, Likewise,
absences and incidents of tardiness in the year prior to WECEP should
be good predictors of the same behavior during the WECEP year and thus
are included in several analytical models of behavior,

Finally, the five varlations of the policy variable, hours worked durlng
school, deserve comment, It is of major interest to detemine if
working in the labor market during school hours has a detrimental effect
on educational performance, This variable has at least four dimensibns,
First, from the standpoint of fatigue alone, it should make a difference
whether one works two hours a day ¢r four hours & day during school
hours in addition to attending school, Likewise, the total hours worked
per week, including work on Saturday when school is not in session,
should be a factor in school performance, since as hours worked increase,
less time 18 available for other tarks., Perhaps more importantly, total
school day hours worked per week mey be crucial., Hours worked on
Saturday may be neutral in their effect on school performance, We thus
seek to determine if it 1is total hours worked per week or only total
school day hours worked per week which has the most important impact on
school performance. Finglly, since we do not have accurate and reliable
measures of the total counseling hours or classroom training hours
related to work experience or career exploratlion, we use the total hours
worked while enrolled in the program as a linear approximation of these
latter two (more desirable) variables., Of all these dimensions of the
policy variable, inspection of the data suggests that hours worked per
day 1s the most accurate and reliable,

Specification of the Models, For the dependent variables above, the
following models were estimateds

Model §1E Analysis of Hours Worked per School Day,
) v,y= a’lijxlij ooyt 8‘315"31,1 + a‘h-ijx?ia +
513("713) * o6 Xpns¥ay) * 0y

Where,
Y = dependent variables 1 through € as defined above;

xl, XZ, X3, X? = independent varlables as defined above;
Bo1 o 0 ey B ™ partial regression coefficients;

u = an error term to formally account for relevant but missing
variables;
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1 = observations 1, 2, 3, « . «;, N3 and
j = dependent variables 1, 2, 3, . . «, 6.

This model implies the following, First, each of the depeadent variables
is linearly related to age, Since for this sample age can imply both
maturity (hence, improvement in school performance and, hence, a positive
relation) as well as an increamse in self-assertion as the legal age to
drop out aprroaches (hence, reduction in school performance with a
resulting negative relation), we hesitate to predict whether, on net,

age will be positively or negatively related to each of these dependent
variables,

With respect to sex, we would generally expect girls to perform better
than boys for each of these slx variables. Sex 1is excluded as a variable
when the model 1s estimated separately for males and females, Prior GPA
is clearly positively related to GPA during the WECEP year. It is also

most likely to be positively assoclated with a reduction in absence,
tardiness, suspension and truancy,

Hours worked per day (X7) is expected to be related to each of the
dependent variables in a non-linear fashion, Hence, both X~ and the
square of X7 are included in the model, (This yields a q tic
function thch is curvilinear.) Finally, the product of X~ and X3 is
included in the model, Mathematically, this accounts for any interaction
there may be between hours worked per day and one's previous GPA., This
complex varlable is included because it 1s suspected that poorer students
(those with & lower prior GPA) may desire to work more to avoid a
distasteful educational experience or teachers may encourage them to work -
more in order to get them out of the classroom, In short, the inclusion
of this interaction term allows us to estimate the effect of hours worked
on each of the dependent variables net of any potentially confusing
effect of hours and GPA on each other,

Model (2) Analysis of Hours Worked per School Week, Including

Saturday Work,

(2) Yyy=Doys+ Pyg¥iyyg * basi¥ors * Pags¥ans + byysRagy *

2 ,
bsy 5(Xgy3) ™ + by 5(Xgy K35 5) *+ Uy

Where,
by, « » oy bg are partial regression coefficlents and all otlsr
temms are defined as above,
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Model (3) Analysis of Hours Worked per School Week, Excluding
Saturday,

(3) Yy5=couy* °11jx113 *Coifo1s ¥ 155315 T Cuaory *
0519091 )% * cgq 5(Xgy X m) * oy fFa1g5 *

g1 3Xg1 %1040 * Wy J

Where,
€Ny o « oy C§ axe partial regréssion coefficients and all other
terms are defined as above,

This model argues that there is a linear relationship between the
dependent variables of educaiional performance and hours worked on
Saturday, X313, In addition, it indicates that there is an interaction
effect between hours worked during the school week and hours worked on
Saturday, In effect, this model tests whether Saturday work (X
an effect on the level of educational performance, while (XgX11), the
interaction term, “Yests to see Af the effect of hours worked per school
week changes as the distritution of hours worked between school days and
Saturdays changes, However, due to collinearity in the model,
°81€(x9i X1113) had to be dropped for females, Thus, We were not able
est for this interaction effect for females,

Model (&) Analysis of Total Hours Worked Throughout the WECEP Year,

(), Yyy=dyy g+ dyyKyyg+dpy oy g ¥ dgy Ko ¥ d‘*:ljxlOiJ
2
sij(xloi;)) * gy 5(Kyo1 %31 4) + UL
Where,

do, « + «, dg are partial regression coefficlents and the other
tems are defined as above,

In general, the rationale for inclusion of the specific variables and
their specific functional foms is the same for Model (2), (3), and (4)
as it 35 for Model (1).

Methodological Issues vis-a-vls Estimated Prqgrém Effects.l/

Filgures 1, 2, 3 and 4 on pages 44, 50, 5% and 59 as well as the accompanying
tables in this chapter show the effect of hours worked on academic GPA

1/ I em indebted to Kamran Moayed-Dadkhah for this analytical
discussion,
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and other dependent variables for three different subsets of the study
sample~~the total sample, males and females,

There are two important points to keep in mind when studying these
estimates, First, for the sake of simplicity, the constant term is left
out of the picture, In general, the constant term shows the average
academic GPA during the WECEP year for the person who works zere hours
per week., This average GPA is greater than zerov. It is shown for the
total, male and female samples in the note at the bottom of each of the
four figures. gSecond, the polnt estimates of program effect are subject
to constrained values of the dependent variables.

The Constant Term, Omlssion of the constant term has an important
implication for the interpretation of the figures, For example, it does
nct mean that since the curve passes through the oriiin (the zero point)
that the GPA of persons who work zero hours per day (week, or school
year) is zero, Obviously, persons who do not work at all do earn some
positive academic grade point average,

Take the following examples Assume that we have an average male, age 15,
with average academic GPA prior to the start of the WECEP program, Now,
given his age, sex and average prioxr WECEP academic GPA, the analytlcal
model (Model i) estimates that, on the avexage, his average academic GPA
uring the WECEP program will be 3.7 if he does not work at all. (See
Figure 1.) Cnce he begins working as a result of his participation in
WECEP, his academic GPA will begin xrising based on “he reasoning
discussed previously in Chapters 1 and 2, But after some point, as this
average l5-year-old male increases his hours worked per day, his academic
performance will tand to deteriorate, and if hours worked per day exceeds
some limit, the iapact of this work on academic GPA may even become
negative. Again, the reasons for this are discussed previously in
Chapters 1 and 2. 1In short, the omission of the constant term in the
figures results in showing just the additional impact of hours worked
on academic GPA as hours worked increase from zero to the statutory
limit allowed in the WECEP program, Figures 1 through 4 are drawn in
such a way that the discontinuous portions of the curves lie above or
below the constrained velues of the dependent variable,

Constralined Values of the Dependent Varlable, Consider again the case
of the effect of hours worked per week (inciuding Saturday) on the
average female's GPA during WECEP, Take the case of a l5-year~old girl
whose prior WECEP GPA is at the mean for all WECEP females, 2,6, When
she 1s not working at all, the model predicts her academic WECEP GPA to
be, on the average, 3.3. As she starts working her academic GPA rises
until 1 at ,8 hours worked per day or 4,0 hours per week, her academic
GPA reaches 5.0, which is the highest GPA possible. The extension of
our smooth curve willl result in an even higher academic GPA, However,
our dependent varlable, academic GPA, is bounded, It cannot rise above
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5,0 or fall below zero, This is also the reason why one cannot assign
any meaning to the estimation of the dependent variable for hours worked
beyond 28 hours per week, but more generally, for any hours beyond the
actual range of the true hours worked for it is these actual values of
the independent variables on which the estimated model “1s vased, ~In
addition, estimations of academic GPA based on hours worked which

exceed the true range of the data will likely result in a negative GPA,
It 1s incorrect, or at least very risky, to extrapolate beyond the range
of one's observations even if these hours are less than the maximum hours
allowed 1s 28 per week or four per day,

Next, since the dependent variable is bounded at 5,0 from above, the
curve will be a straight line parallel to the horizontal axis at GPA =
5.0. When work hours per week reaches approximately 25 hours, the curve
starts falling downward and once again we are on our smooth curve,

The curves in Figures 1 through 4 are drawn to reflect the fact that the
program impact is added on to the average GPA in the absence of the
program, Thus, when the average GPA plus the program effect exceeds

5.0 or is less than zero, the plotted function becomes a broken line.

Note that this is in addition to the fact that we are talking about
point estimation, and because of the low numbers of observations at
points along the estimated curves, we have wide confidence intexrvals,
Further investigation may demonstrate that the average effect of hours
worked on such variables as academic GPA may well fall within the actual
bounds of the dependent variable,

With respect to what was sald above, it may seem reasonable to utilize
a more sophisticated technique such as probit analysis or constrained
least squares., We preferred ordinary least squares, however, for the
following reasons, To begin with, high cost of computation is involved
in using these techniques, Also, there was no readily available progrem
for making these types of computations, Next, constrained estimation
of the parameters, which in our case involves techniques like linear
programming, would result in fewer degrees of freedom., Finally, a
factor related to this latter point concerns the low quality of data
and low goodness of fit; it seems to us that it 1s preferadble to use

a simple methodology on data with low quality than a sophisticated
methodology.

A final note of caution is in order., We are not refuting our conclusions,
To the contrary, we are describing the true meaning of the results of our
analysis: Namely, the results we now have conform to our general theo-
retical expectations and indicate that the conceptual basis on which the
WECEP program is founded is a reasonable one., But the exact point
estimates, constrained within the upper and lower bounds of the dependent
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variables, are baslcally suggestive of the direction of actual program
effects rather than exact estimates of actual program effects at any
given mmber of hours woxked,

Results of the Analysis, Model (1).

Tahle 11 displays the summary results for Model (1), Additional infor-~
mation on Model (1) is shown in Appendix Tables 8, 9, 10 and 11,

Fer those equations of the model which were statistically significant,
the model explained from about 5 to 32 percent of the variance in the
respective dependent variables, (See Appendix Table 10.) The model
has the highest explanatory power for the female sample with respect to
grade point average for academic courses only. In general, the model
has a higher explanatory wvulue for females than for males. However,
with respect to the policy variables, impact on absences and tardiness,
girls experience no statlstically significant effect compared to boys,

In general, it can be said that the policy variable, hours worked per
day, either has no statistically significant effect whether positive or
negative, on educational experience or else it conforms to the hypothe~
sized expectations stated above, Thus, in Appendix Table 8, we see for
the total sample the impact of hours worked per day on grade point
average of academic courses has a positive (the sign of the regression
coefficient to X, is positive) tut decreasing effect as hours worked
increases (the sZgn of the regression coefficlent to (X7)2 is negative),
To be more specific, an inspection of Table 11 shows that, compared to
non-WECEP students who work zero hours per day, one hour worked per day
for a WECEP student raises his academic course GPA by 1,45 points,Z2
Working 2.3 hours per day raises his academic GPA by 2,06 points, but
working four hours a day results in a GPA increase ¢f only ,47 points,
Flgure 1 plots the relationship for the total sample, males and females
at age 15 for mean prior WECEP GPA, )

It is notable that participatlon in WECEP has no effect on the probability
of being suspended or of being cited for truancy as a function of hours
worked per.day. Generally, the most unambiguous impact is on grade point
average, whether for all courses or just academic courses, For males,

the impact of the program 1s similar for both the GPA of all courses and
academic courses, Note that for GPA, the basic hypothesis of the study

1s borne out. For instance, for the total semple, a WECEP student who

"2/ These estimated values are calculated in the following way.
Based on the data 1In Appendix Table 8, we estimate for academic GPAs
(Hours « 1,59228) + /(Hours)? . -,45665 7 + (Hours » pre-WECEP CPA -
13583 = net impact on Yg, GPA of academic courses,
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FIGURE 1 A L
IMPACT OF HOURS WORKED PER DAY ON GPAt i ‘
ACADEMIC COURSES ONLY, FOR WECEP STUDERTS AGEI 15, | ~
' AT AVERAGE PRIOR WECEP GPA :
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works one hour per day increases his GPA by 1.45 points relative to the
non-WiCEP student who works zero hours per day. For the WECKP student
who works the average number 1f 2,3 hours per day, GPA is 1,98 points
higher than the non-¥ECEP student who works zero hours per day, But,
four hours of work per day only increases one's GPA by .35 of one point
relative to the non~WECEP students, Thus, as hours worked per day
increase, scholastic performance (GPA) increases up to a point, but
eventually decreases. The same pattern holds for both males and females,
Likewise, the same pattern holds for the total, male and female samples
with respect to GPA of academic courses only.

Optimal Program Hours. Next, it is important to note that by using the
data contained in Appendix Tables 8, 9, and 10, it 1is possible for some
cases to estimate the optimal number of hours a student should wgrk per
day in order to achieve the largest increase in his or her GPA,

For the total sample with respect to the GPA for academic courses only,
the point at which the impact of work experience is greatest (for the
student with an average GPA prior to entrance to the WECEP program) is
at two hours per day, Beyond two hours, the incremental gain of work
experience falls off, Note again, for instance in Table 11, that the

3/ The optimum number of hours to work per day is detemined by
partially differentlating Yg with respect to X7, setting the equation
equal to zero and solving for Xp. Thus, for the total sample,

: 2 :
u1iag * 2s13lpay)” + 2erslpasiayy) cauals

@ oyt Psagty t By

Substituting the actual values for a, 85, ag, and x3 and setting the
equatlion equal to zero, we have

w1y ¥ 2615315 7 P51y

(5 * 2gy Fa5) / 2agy5= %y

1.59228 + ,33858 / .91330 = X, = 2.1
Thus, Xn = 2,1 hours at the mean value of X3, the WECEP student's GPA
prior t0 entering WECEP, Therefore, for the work experience of the
WECEP program to have its optimum impact on the academic grade point
average (for average students), the students should work only about two
hours pexr day. If a person has a lower prlor GPA, he should work fewer
hourzaper day, If he has a higher prior GPA, he can work more hours
per Yo
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impact on GPA 1s to increase it to 2.06 points more than the control
group GPA when an average prior GPA student works 2.3 hours per day, but
the gain 1s only .47 over the control group GPA for the student who
works four hours per day.

The formulatlion in footnote 3 points out one other factor. Namely, the
optimal number of hours one should work per day depsnds on how high his
prior WECEP GPA 1is, Because there 18 an Interaction between prior GPA
and hours, the value of the prior GPA has a significant impact on the
estimation of optimum hours one should work per day, Thus, for males,
at average GPA prior to entering WECEP, the optimum hours are approxi-
mately 2,2 per day, while for females it is about 2,1 hours, Of course,
what constitutes the optimum number of hours in any given case depends
on the dependent variable in question as well as the formulation of the
specific model, Table 12 shows the optimal number of hours per day
which should be worked for each of the dependent variables for which a
maximum or minimum value for the estimated function exists, In general,
for the set of educational measures as a whole, the optimal hours range
from 2.0 to 2,7 hours per day at mean GPA prior to entering WECEP,

Note again, however, that the functions are bounded and that, for all
practical purposes, the optimum will lie along any portion of the
horizontal part of the curve when such a constraint exists,

However, Iin concluding this discussion, we should note that what is
optimum for the student is not necessarily optimum for the employer,

In fact, there may be some jobs where the student's productivity could
fall below the market wage if he works less than the optimum hours from
the employer's standpoint, While we are mainly interested in the
welfare of the student, such a possibility has implications for the
program slnce 1t 1s necessary to have the coopération of the employer
1f one wishes to operate WECEP as it is currently constituted,

Results of the Analysis: Model (2),

Model (2) estimates the effect of hours worked per school week,
including Saturday hours, on selected indires of educational performance,
The results are shown in Tables 13 and 14 as well as in Figure 2, (Data
from which these results are calculated are shown in Appendix Tables 12,
13, 14 and 15,)

For those equations of the model which were statistically significani,
the model explains up to 32 percent of the varlance in the respective
dependent variable, The model gives the best fit for females for grade
point averages. academic courses only, As with hours worked per day,
the model has the weakest explanatory power for probability of being
truant and probability of being suspended., This could be due to several
factors. First, it may be that the model misspecifies the relationship,
Unfortunately, more appropriate variables are not available, (Other

.1‘6
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TABLE 12
'OPTIMAL HOURS ONE SHOULD WORK PER DAY
TO ACHIEVE MAXIMUM IMPACT ON EDUCATIONAL INDICES, Y,
TOTAL, MALE AND FEMALE SAMPLES (FOR AVERAGE PRIOR WECEP GPA)

Total Male - Female
Probablility of Being Truant No Effect No Effect No Cases Cited
Probability of Being Suspended No Effect No Effect No Effect
Days Absent During WECEP Year 2.4 2.2 | No Effect
Days Tardy During WECEP Year 2.7 2.5 No Effect
Grade Point Average:s All 2.1 : .2.2 2.0
Courses

Grade Point Averages 2.1 2,2 2,1
Academic Courses Only .

Notes: 1/ Estimated at mean prior WECEP GPA,
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functional forms of the same variables as included in this model
performed no better and were less desirable from a conceptual standpoint,)
Or, the model may well be propexrly specified, but there is simply no
relationship between probability of belng truant or suspended and hours
worked per week, Finally, the form of the dependent variatle may be
inappropriate, as mentlioned above, Thus, we are essentlally left in

the dark as to the impact of the WECEP program 'on truancy and suspension
with respect to hours worked per day end per week, We must suspend
judgment as to probable program effect on these two variables for these
two models,

As with hours worked per day/Model (1)/, Model (2) explains the
variance in days absent and GPA the best} thus, we shall concentrate
our comments on these indices of educational perfocrmence, Note again
the pattern of effect of hours worked on the indices of perﬁ mance ,
Compared to non-WECEP students who work zero hours per weekl, WECEP
students who work a total of six hours per week can expect 4,2 days
fewer absences, However, absences drop to 6,2 less than the comparison
Zroup when WECEP students work the mean weekly hours of 11,4, Note that
the effect of working 28 hours a week 1s the expectation of reducing
absence a total of only 1.6 days. Thus, our original hypothesis is
again borne out, namely, that the relatlion between hours worked per day
or week and selected educational indices can be expected to be a curvi=-
linear one, Finally, Af males work 28 hours per week, they can expect
to be absent two more days, on the average, than their non-WECEP
counterparts,

With respect to grade point average, the results are similar for GPA:
All Courses and GPAs Academic Courses Only, whether we consider the
total sample, males or females, In each case, the expectations of our
model are confirmed: Working increases GPA up to a point, after which
the favorable impact declines and may even become negative if too many
hours are worked during the week, Figure 2 plots the approximate
relationship for GPA: Academic Courses Only, Note the sharp rise and
then even more precipitous fall in GPA for females. The effect on
males is much more uniform over the entire span of 28 hours per week,

Optimal Hours Per Week (Including Saturday)., Table 14 shows the pattexn
of optimal hours for the various indices of educationel performance, To
achieve the maximum impact on GPA for academic courses only, a WECEP
student with an average prior WECEP GPA should work approximately 13,7
hours per week, However, this does not tell us how these hours are to

L/ This is not quite correct, since evidence of the personal inter-
views of the small sample of WECEP and non-WECEP students shows that
non-WECEP students do work during school but generally less than WECEP
students, And, of course, they cannot legally work during those hours
when school 1s in session,
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TABLE 14
OPTIMAL HOURS ONE SHOULD WORK PER WEEK
(INCLUDING SATURDAY) TO ACHIEVE MAXIMUM IMPACT ON EDUCATIONAL 1
IFDICES, TOTAL, MALE AND FEMALE SAMPLES (FOR AVERAGE PRIOR WECEP GPA)J

‘

Total Male Female

Probability of Being Truant  No Effect No Effect No Cases Cited
Probebility of Deing Suspended No Effect No Effect No Effect
Days Absent During WECEP Year 15.0 12,6 No Effect
Days Tardy During WECEP Year 15.1 13.2 No Effect
Grade Point Average: All 13.2 14.3 10,6
Courses .

Grade Point Averages 13,7 8.9 11,2

Academlic Courses Only

o

Notes: 1/ Estimated at mean prior WECEP GPA,
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be distributed on a daily basis, Note again that if a student had a
lower prior GPA, he should work fewer hours, 4Yith a higher prior GPA,
he can work more hours, Boys, at their average prior WECFP GPA,
maximize thelr benefits in terms of academic courses GPA when they work
about 9.8 hours per week.,

Girls, on the other hand, at their average prior WECEP GPA, maximize
their expected academic GPA at about 1l.2 hours per week, One should
note at this point that the difference between the optimal hours for the
total, male and female samples is due t0 the fact that the functions are
evaluated at different mean prior WECEP GPA's and the regression coeffi-
cients for each of the three samples differ substantially,

In general, the optimal number of hours one should work per week when
Saturday work is included ranges from about nine to fifteen hours,

" Thus, the present maximum of 28 hours per week allowed for WECEP students
is too generous a l1limit if one wishes to achleve maximum program impact
on the selected indices of educational performance. This judgment must

be tempered by the realization that there is an unknown non-response bilas
in the sample, however, due to obsarvations lost from missing data,

Results of the Analysis: Model

It is important to determine if the distriution of hours worked during
the week has a major impact on educational performance., In particular,
Saturday work hours may be neutral in their educational impact. It may
well be the case that only those total hours worked on actual school
days affect educational performance, Model (3) attempts to answer this
problem, Tables 15 and 16 as well as Figure 3 display the estimated
results, (Appendix Tables 16, 17, 18 and 19 display the analytical
detail.) Average hours worked per week exclusive of Saturday is a very
large fraction of total hours worked per week, On the average, for the
sample, WECEP students work about one~half hour on Saturday, As Tables
15 and 16 so clearly show, the results are radically different between
Model (2) and Model (3). First, the coefficients of determination are
consideradly larger for Model (3), As an example, for Tales, for GPA,
all courses, the coefficlent of determination is 34 percent (Appendix
Table 19;, whereas for the same saaple group and dependent variable,
Model (2) explained only six percent of the variance in the dependent
variable in question (Appendix Table 15). Thus, in general, Model (3)
predicts much better than Model (2) even though the absolute size of the
coefficients of determination is still small, It is important to point
out that no Saturday hours were worked in Ohlo, roughly half of the
original sample, and that, on the average, hours worked on Saturday are
small--about’ one-half hour for the total sample, In addition, the
results suggest that the Saturday variable may be picking up some
structural difference in the program which exists between '>hio and the
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FIGURE 3
IMPACT CF HOURS! WORKED PER WEEK (EXCLUDING SATURDAY) ON GPA:
ACADEMIC COURSES ONLY, FOR WECEP STUDENTS AGE 15,
" AT AVERAGE PRICR WECEP GPA
GPA .

05 o

Total

Notes: Estimated WECEP year GPA or persons who work zero honm per ;

week is; Total Sample = 7, Males = 2,5, Females = 2,5,
Estinated at mean pre-WECEP GPA,
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rest of the sample states in additlon to explaining the interaction

effect of hours per se, Other than the possiblility that zero hours

worked on Saturday has a significant effect, we do not have any idea of
what this structural difference might be,

Next, Saturday hours worked has a mixed pattern of statistical signifi-
cance, In general, when the variable 1s statlstically significant,
people who work a positive number of Saturday hours usually reduce the
level of their performance on the indices of educational performance,
Thus, Saturday work lowers the average level of impact of the program,
Next, the interaction term, hours worked per school week times Saturday
hours worked, is statistically significant and positive for days tardy
during the WECEP year, total sample, and GPA, all courses, male sample,
In the former case, as the product of the two variables increases, the
impract of hours worked on days tardy increases, This 1ls not a desirable
effect since total days tardy will increase, However, for males, the
interaction term implles that as the product of the two variables
increases, all course GPA increases., Finally, for both the total sample
and males, the interaction results in a reduction in the probablility of
being truant, Unfortunately, since hours worked per week and Saturday
hours worked can change in opposite directions and, at the legal limit,
must change in opposite directions, we cannot make any judgment as to
how the mix of hours per se affects scholastic performance since we
cannot predict in any given case whether the product will increase or
decrease a8 the mix of hours changes,

In terms of program impact, Model (3) and Model (2) predict in a similar
fashlon with respect to total days absent and total days tardy. For the
total sample at 12,0 mean hours worked per school week, we can expect
ahsences of the WECEP group to drop by about 4,5 deys, Similarly, for
the total sample at 1l.4 mean hours worked per week we can expect total
days tardy to drop by 2.6 for the WECEP sample, However, the impact of
hours worked per school week, once the effect of Saturday work is
controlled for, is radically different compared to Model (2) where we
investigated the impact of total hours worked per week., For Model (2),
Table 13 shows that a WECEP student who works an average of 11,7 hours
per week can expect his academic course GPA to rise by 1,85 grade points,
For Model (3), Table 15 shows that a person who works an average of 12,3
hours during the school week can expect his or her academic course GPA
to rise only by ,12 of a grade point, Which set of results should one
belleve or place the greatest confidence in? First, to some extent the
direct comparison is incorrect, since the samples of the two Models have
a slightly different composition--hence, the different mean hours worked
per week, Second, which model one ultimately uses depends on the policy
questlion he wants to answer, Is the net impact of hours worked per
school week only of interest? Then Model (3) must be used, for instance,
Finally, one should makean analytical judgment as to which model, apart
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from policy needs, is theoretically more appealing, On this hasis,
we would have to opt for Model (3) as a more appropriate specification
of the time relatlionship for at least two reasons, First, the coeffi-

-clents of determination are much higher, so the model explains more of

the variance in the dependent variables, Thus, Model (3) has higher
predictive power, Second, the estimated functions all lie within the
constraints of the GPA variables--equal to or less than 5.0 and greater
than zero., Thus, from a conceptual standpoint, we would have to choose
Model (3) over Model (2),

Optimal Hours, Finally, we come to the issue of optimal hours, Agein,
the optimal hours one should work during the week 1is a function of the
specific index of educational performance as well as one's grade point
average prior to WECEP and average hours worked on Saturday. But,

Model (3) results suggest that the optimum is close to the legal -
maximum for females, grade point average, all courses, We should also
note in Table 16 that the optimum for probability of being truant is

the point whexre the impact of hours worked on increasing the probability-
of belng truant is grsatest, since this model suggests that WECEP
students are likely to have a higher probablility of ever being truant

at least once, Agaln, we caution the reader that a much better specifi-
cation of this variable would have been the total frequency or number

of times one was truant, It is not lnconsistent for a group to have a
greater probability of being truant, but a lower total number of truancy
incidents,

Results of the Analysis: Model (4),

The estimation of total hours of contact between the teacher-coordinator
and the WECEP student, as well as the total hours spent counseling each
of these students, 1s not known in this study., If these counseling and
contact hours are linearly related to the total number of hours svent on
the job, then total hours spent on the job, in addition to their own
effect on educational performance, can be seen as a proxy for student-
teacher contact and counseling hours. That 1s, by using total hours at
work as a policy variable, we can gauge its effect on the various indices
of educational performance. Model (4) attempts to do this, The results
are shown in Tables 17 and 18 as well as Figure 4, (Appendix Tables 20,
21, 22 and 23 display the data on which these calculations are based.)

The coefficlents of determination have essentially the same pattern as
that of Models (1) and (2). The amount of variance explained ranges
from a low of one percent for the male sample, prcbability of being
suspended, to 33 percent for females, grade point average: academic
courses only, (See Appendix Table 23,) This model, like the previous
three, does not explain the variance in elther probability of being
truant or suspended, As indicated above, alternative models were no
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TABLE 16 ’
OPTTMAL HOURS ONE SHOULD WORK PER WEEK
————-\\Iéﬁx{cwnmc SATURDAY) TO ACHIEVE MAXIMUM IMPACT ON EDUCATIONAL 1/

INDICES, TOTAL, VALE AD FEMALE SKMPLES (FOR AVERAGE PRIOR WECEP GPA)
Total Male Female
Probability of Being Truant 11,3/ 10,82 No Cases Cited

Probability of Being Suspended No Effect No Bffect No Effect
Days Absent During WECEP Year 23.0 15,8 No Effect
Days Terdy During WECEP Year 22,6 12,3 No Effect

Grade Point Averages All
Courses i ' 18.4 14,9 27.8

Grade Point Average:s
Academic Courses Only 23,9 13.6 18.7

Notes: 1/ Estimated at mean prior WECEP GPA,

2/ These points are not optima, Rather, since the impact of the
VECEP program is posltive and tends to increase the probability
of being truant, these points represent that point at which
one's probabllity of being truant is maxfmum and not minizmum,
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| o FIGURE & |
IMPACT OF TOTAL HOURS WORKED WHILE ENROLLED IN WECEP ON GPAs
. ACADEMIC [OURSES ONLY, FOR WECEP STUDENTS AGE 15,
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more successful, Again, the model predicts best for females~-grade
point average, all courses and academic courses only--and for males,
days absent durlng the WECEP yeax., Thus, the estimated functlons shown
in Table 17 are most reliable for these sample groups and dependent
variables,

For males, days absent during the WECEP year (Table 17), working an
average of 420 hours during the WECEP year has an expected impact of
reducing absence by three days, For females, who work an average of
410 hours during the year they are enrolled in WECEP, their overall GPA
can be expected to rise 2,18 points compared to the non-WECEP students
who do not wois: at all, The expected impact is even greater for the
acedemic course GPA--3,18 points, on net.

Estimation of Optimal Hours, Table 18 provides the estimates of optimal
Zotal hours one should work in order to anticipate the maximum favorable
impact on the indices of educational performance. Inh several cases, no
optimal point can be estimated since there is no maximum (minimum) value
of the independent variable over the relevant range of the independent
variable, Therefore, since the total number of hours one can work during
the WECEP year is legally constirained at 28 times the number of weeks in
the school year, mathematically we reach the conclusion that the optimal
nunber of hours one should work is at this boundary, However, it is
most important to note that we have insufficient experience in the sample
of persons who have worked at the maximum possible hours to specifically
recommend that this mathematical maximum be accepied as an appropriate
policy maximum, Thils mathematical maximum is in the nelghhorhood of
1,000 hours of work during the school year, It 1s important to note
that in the cases where optimal hours can be estimated which yleld the
maximum impact on the indices of educational performance, none of these
optima exceed 600 hours, and most of them are below 400 hours for the
school year, Thus, on & weekly basis we are discussing a range of
estimates of between 11 to 17 hours per week, assuming a 36-week school
year, This range is consistent with our previous estimates in Model (2)
above /though less so for Model (3)/, though this is not too surprising
since hours worked per day, week and year are all linearly related.

Alternative Modslss Days Absent During WECEP Yeax.

In an effort %o provide an alternative estimate of the effect of hours
worked during the WECEP experience on days absent, two modsls were
estimated which included the days absent in the year prior to WECEP as
an independent variable. This additional variable should be an excellent
predictor of absence during the WECEP year and, hence, help control for
the lack of other educational or socio-demographic varisbles which were
not available to the study. Hodel A regressed days absent during the
WECEP year on age at last birthday (linear), sex, prior WECEP grade point
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TABLE 18
OPTIMAL TOTAL HOURS ONE SHOULD WORK WHILE ENROLLED
IN WECEP TO ACHIEVE MAXIMUM IMPACT ON EDUCATIONAL INDICES,  /
TOTAL, MALE AND FRMALE SAMPLES (FOR AVERAGE PRIOR WECEP GPA)

Total Male Female

Probablility of Being Truant No Maximum No Maximum No Cases Cited
Probability of Being Suspended No Maximum No Effect No Effect

Days Absent During WECEP Year 500 388 No Effect
Days Tardy During WECEP Year 470 363 No Effect
Grade Point Average: 334 No Maximum 338

All Courses

Grade Point Averagei , 338 No Maximum 593
Acadenic Courses Only :

Notes: 1/ Estimated at mean prior WECEP GPA.

-
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average, days absent in the year prior to WECIP, hours (per day: per
week, including and excluding Saturday and total), hours times prior
WECEP GPA. Model B estimated the same relation with the addition of
hours squared, For the models dealing with the separate effects of
Saturday hours, a variable for Saturday hours was added plus a variable
to capture the interactlon between hours worked during the week and
hours worked on Saturday. Due to collinearity, this latter variable had
to be dropped for the female sample. The results are displayed in
Tables 19 and 20 as well as in Appendix Tables 24, 25, 26 and 27,

In general, these models predict much better than Models (1) through (4)
for days absent. Models A and B explain about 50 to 60 percent of the
variance in the dependent variable, performing best for females .
(Appendix Table 27). In contrast, Models (1) through (4) generally
yield coefficients of determination which are under 30 percent and often
under 20 pexcent, o

Hencz, in view of the fact that we are using the regression coefficients
of all these models to estimate points along a function which shows the
net relatlion between absences and hours, the estimates of Model A and B
are much more relilable. And, Model B performs somewhat better for
females relative to Model A--60 to 61 percent of the variance explained
versus 56 percent, Model A and B work equally well for the total

sample and males,

We see in Table 19 that regardless of the measure of hours used or the
Model, hours worked has no statistically significant net effect on
absences (elther positive or negative) for females, For the total
sample and for males, regardless of the measure of hours used or the
model, we see that at mean hours worked, WECEP students experience from
over six to over nine cdays less absence over the school year compared
to the non~WECEP students who work zero hours. This represents well
over a week of additional schooling,

Optimal Hours, On a dally basls, between three and 3,5 hours worked per
day has the maximum impact on reducing days absent. The models suggest
that between 15 to 29 hours worked per week is optimal, while about 600
hours worked over the entire WECEP year provlides the optimal impact on

" reduction of absence, Note, however, that since hours are constrained
at 28 per week maximum, the best a person can do in cases where the
optimum exceeds 28 is to work just 28 hours per week,

Alternate Models: Days Tardy During the WECEP Year,

Based on the same reasoning as that for absence, Models A and B weré
estimated for days tardy during the WECEP year, exccpt that days tardy
in the year prior to WECEP were substituted for days absent in the year
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TABLE 20
OPTIMAL HOURS TO WORK PER DAY, PER WEEK (INCLUDING SATURDAY), PER
WEEK (EXCLUDIRG SATURDAY) AND TOTAL HOURS WHILE ENROLLED IN WECEP
(FOR MTAN PRIOR WECEP GPA) TO ACHIEVE MAXIMUM REDUCTION IN DAYS ABS

Total ‘Male Feuale

MODEL A

Hours/Day 3.4 31 No Effect
Hours/Week (Including Saturday)  17.h4 15.2 No Bffect
Hours/Veek (Excluding Saturday) 28,2 15,8 No Effect
Total Hours 598,0 . 593,0 No Effect
MODEL B

Hoprs/l)a.y 3.5 - 3.2 No Bffect
Hours/Week (Including Seturday) 17,6 15.6 No Effect
Hours/Week (Excluding Saturday) 28,6 16.1 No Effect
Total Hours v 600,0 597.0 Ro Effect

Notes: 1/ Estimated at mean prior WECEP GPA,




prior to WECEP, All other variables in the models remained the sane,
Tables 21 and 22 as well as Appendix Tables 28, 29, 30 and 31 display
the results,

First, Models A and B perform equally well for females in termms of
explaining the variance of the dependent variable (R = ,57), However,
for the total sample and males, Model B has greater explanatory value
than Model A, though the edge is not great--three to four percent,
However, thebe models do represent a considerable improvement over
Models (1) through (43, where the coefficient of determination (percent
of variance explained) is usually under ten percent, Nevertheless, the
Models are less successful in explaining the variance in days tardy than
they are for days absent, Clearly, tardiness is subject to more random
behavior, more exrrors in data reporting or a less well specifled model
(or all three) compared to absence,

With regaxd to statistically significant net impact, the WECEP program
has none for females wlth respect to days tardy during the WECEP year,
Additionally, total hours worked during the WECEP year have no statis- -
tically significant effect on tardiness for either Model A or B, whether
one considers the total sample, males or females,

For the total sample, at mean hours worked per week (including or
excluding Saturday) total days taxrdy drop by about 3,5, but for males
the drop. is only about 2,5 days compared to the non-WECEP students who
work zero hours per day,

Optimal Hours, As Table 22 shows, optimal hours one should work per
week to achieve a maximum reduction in tardiness range from about 12 to
" 30, depending on the model and semple examined, However, since hours
worked are constrained at 28, this constralnt becomes the best possible
point for cases exceeding 28 hours,

F, Conclusion,

While we have a limited number of independent variables whereby to
control for the influence of non-WECEP factors on educational performance,
several of these are quite powerful variables, such as prior GPA, days
absent and days tardy., Thus, we can estimate the impact of the various
measures of hours worked during WECEP on educational performance with
some hope for success, Often, though, the models explain a disappoint-
iIngly low proportion of the variance in the different dependent variables,
This fact weakens the policy conclusions we can draw from our poeint
estimates of the relationship between the various measures of educational
performance and hours worked. Higher coefficients of determination would
glve us more confidence that the point estimates are close to the true
population parameters., In this regard, Model (3) appears to be the best
of the four models,
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TABLE 22

OPTIMAL HOURS TO WORK PER DAY, PER WEEK (INCLUDING SATURDAY), PER -
WEEK (EXCLUDING SATURDAY) AND TOTAL HOURS WHILE ENROLLED IN WECEP ,
(FOR MEAN PRIOR WECEE GFA) TO ACHIEVE MAXIMUM REDUCTION IN DAYS TARDY:

Total Male Female

MODEL A

Houxs/Day No Effect u.og/ No Effsct

Hours/Week (Including Saturday) 18,6 17.3 No Effect

Hours/Week (Excluding Saturday) 29.3 16.7 No Effect

Toﬁal Hours No Effect No Effect No Effect

MODEL_B

Hours/Day No Effect 4.0-2/ No Effect

Hours/Week (Including Saturday) 12,5 15.1 No Effect
. Hours/Week (Excluding Saturday) 30,2 13.6 No Effect

Total Hours Mo Effect No Effect No Effect

Notess 1/ Estimated at mean prior WECEP GFA.

2/ The unconstrained extreme point of the above regression

function (Model A) is at X = ~0,8, This 1s a point of maximum
since the coefficient of (Hours)? is negative, (See Appendix
Table 29.) Even if it was a point of minimum, still it would
be of no value because it is outside the relevant range of the
independent variable., In cases like this, where the independ-
ent variable is constreined to two boundary values {sero and
four hours, in this case) the problemr 1s one of optimization
subject to the constraints, It can be shown mathematically
that when a function is concave (or convex), then the minimum
(or maximum) point will 1lie on the houndary points, Which
boundaxy point will be the opiimal zoint is determined by
evaluating the functlon at boih borandary points and comparing
the two evaluations. In our case the function is concave and
the values of function fox zero and four hours are -0,37 and
-3.22, respectively. Therefore, the minimum amount of days
tardy will result from four hours of work pexr day. However,
this 1s a mathematical axrtifact and wider experience with the
program could dictate a different policy conclusion,
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Yevertheless, it is important to note that our original hypothesis is
borne out with remarikable consistency, That is, we postulate a curvi-
linear relation betizen hours worked per day (week, year) and the ,
various indices of educational performance, As hours worked increase,
performance increases, but after a point, more work ylelds smaller
additional) gains, and, in fact, the gains may even become negative.

This very consistency glves us considerable confidence in the models,
even though the coefficlents of determination are often low, Of course,
in some cases our estimated effects excced the constrained values of
our dependent variables, In such cases, the constrained 1imit represents
the maximum possible program effect,

We often find that the program has no effect on females, except when one
considers GPA, &ffeccts on males and the total sample are much move
likely. Likewise, the program may have no effect on reducing the
probability of being truani or suspended, though nelther of these
variables is formulated icdeally for study. In our judgment, one should
remain agnostic with respect to program effects (whether positive,
negative or zero) on these variables,

The various models work relatively well for the remailning dependent
variables, especially absence and GPA., G5ignificant positive program
effects are indicated for the WECEP student who works the average
number of hours per day (week, year).

However, the optimal number of hours one should work per day (week,

year) in order to achleve a maximum favorable impact on the indices of
educational performance in most cases 1s less than the maximum currently
allowed under law--four hours per day or 28 hours per week, The analysis
suggests that two to three hours per day or 12 to 18 per week is a more
desirable work load relative to hours spent in school or at leisure or
working at home, However, when we net o't the effect of hours worked on
Saturday, the optimum number of hours i .creases up to sometimes exceedling
the maximum 2llowable, Since the optimum for males 1s similar between
hours per week including Saturday, Model (2), and hours per week exclud=-
ing Saturday, Model (3), this effect 1s due to females in the sample,

Finally, though this study is based on & national probability sample and
speaks for the natlonal:program as a whols, the control group was not
always selected in classic experimental fashion, There is self-selection
bias in the sample as well as non-response bias due to missing variables,
Hence, these results, while quite encouraging, especlally in terms of
their consistency with a priori prediction, are in no sense final though
they are more than merely suggestive of true WECEP program effects,
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CHAPTER 3

INJURY EIPERIENCEL/ ;

A, Introduction.

An integral part of this study of the WECEP program is an assessment of
the possible sociazl cost of injurles to the program participants. W¥With
respsct to the WECEP program, the following question must be answeredi
Is the injury rate of WECEP participents significantly different from
the injury rates of the 14- to 15-year-old student population at large?
While the question is essentially empirical in nature, prior to
discussing specific statlistical tests which can answer the question for
us, it is informative to examine the design of the WECEP program to
attempt to determine whether WECEP participants are exposed to poten-
tially hazardous situations,

The Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 and subsequent amendments define
"oppressive child labor" asg/

"a condition of employment under which (1) any employse
under the age of sixteen years is employed by an employer
(other than a parent or person standing in place of a
rarent employing his own child or a child in his custody
under the age of sixteen years in an occupation other than
manufacturing or mining or an occupation found by the
Secretary of Labor to be particularly hazaxdous for the
employment of children between the ages of sixteen and
eighteen years or detrimental to their health or well-
being) in any occupation, or (2) any employee betweex the
ages of sixteen and elghteen years 1s employed by an
employer im any occupation which the Secretary of Labor
shall find and by order declare to be particularly
hazardous for the employment of children between such

ages or detrimental to their health or well-being , ., . ."

However, the employment of 1ll4- to lb6-year-olds in occupations other
than manufacturing and mining ", , .shall not be deemed to constitute
oppressive child labor if and to the extent that the Secretary of labor

1/ This chapler is jointly written with James S, Fackler,

2/ Fair Labor Standands Act of 1938, As Amended (29 U.S.C. 201,
et seq,) U,S. Dept, of Lebor, WHPC publication 1167, Section 3. (1).

69



detefhines that such emplovment is confined to periods which will not
interfere with their health and well-being, "/

The WECEP program 1s, of courss, designed in a manner such that it does
not constitute "oppressive child labor." This design, among other
things, reduces the likelihood that student employees will sustain
injuries while on the Job, Specifically, students enrolled in the
program are restricted in the number of hours which they may work pexr
day (& maximum of four) and per week (a maximum of 28) and in the types
of jobs they mey hold. These regulations presumably reduce the chance
of the type of injury which may be incurred due to physical exhaustion
or to general conditions of helng overworked, Further, WECEP particil-
pants may not work at their jobs on deys 1n which,K they do not attend
school, Thus, students are presumably not working during perlods in
which they are 111, though clearly such a situation can occur,

WECEP participants are also prohibited from working in occupations which
have been declared as hazardous by the Secretary of Labor, For exaaple,
in manufecturing industries students nay rot be employed in any mamifac-

- turing activity or canning or bottling operations although they may be
employed in clerical or office jobs within these types of industries,

For example, Appendix E, Child Labor Regulations, describes exactly those
types of oacupations which are allowed and prohibited, Appendix Table 32
is a iranslation of these regulations as interpreted by the WECEP
adninistrators in Michigan,

Thus, as part of the general design of the WECEP program, avoidance of
situations which may be hazardous to participants has been explicitly
de&lt "ith ¢

B. Analysis of Results,

" We seek to determine if the WECEP studenis have higher .accident rates
and more serious injuries than the student body at large which would be
eligivle for the WECEP program, .This exact comparison cannot be made
since we do not have employment and accident information on the sample
of WECEP control students, although limited information does exist-on
the sample of 65 WECEP students and controls who were interviewed in
verson by the teacher-coordinator. In this analysis, 1t is crucial to
determine the net additional effect of the WECEP program on accidents to
students, however, Therefore, it is necessary to devise a comparison
group apainst which one c¢an compsre WECEP experlence, The bvest data for
comparicon agalnst the WECEP student experience are those collected from
an annual survey performed by the National Safety Ccuncil (NSC), which
obtains accident and injury rates for appruximately eight percent “of the

3/ Ipdd., Section 2, (1),
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nation's school-aged children, (See Table 23,) Thls is not a random
survey response, however, so an unknown sampling bias exists in these
data, Nevertheless, the data do allow comparisons to be made as long as
one keeps thelr limitatioms in mind, As regards our purposes, these
data are broken down by grades 7-9 and 10-12. For both boys and girls,
injury rates&?ire provided for categories such as shop and laboratoriles,
the school building, school. grounde, sports categories and travel to and
from school.

The total rates for boys are lower for grades 7~9 than they are for
grades 10-12, This is reversed for girls. Also, the accident rate for
girls 1is less than half of that for boys. For the sample as a whole,
ihe number of days lost per injury is approximately one for boys and
somewhat higher than one for girls, For boys, injury rates in vocatlional
and industrial arts are the highest, though the days lost aue to acci-
dents from this source are approximately equal to the mean days lost in
all shop and laboratory accidents, In contrast, the accident rates for
regular inter-scholastic football are considerably higher than the voca-
tional and industrial arts shop accident rate, for 10-12 grade boys,
2.13 versus 1,48, respectively, The severity of the lnjury in temms of
days lost is also greater. Thus, an inspection of this table shows that
certain types of sports activitles cause a greater loss of time compared
with the experience of WECEP students,

The WECEP-9 Work Injury Report records the frequency, ‘ype and severity
of accidents which result in an absence of two or more days from school
or work. The data show that for the 1971-72 WECEP year, none of the
WECEP students sustained an injury resulting in two or more days'
absence. An independent check on these results comes from the employer
questionnalre, Although we have data on only 63 of the 100 firms
surveyed, none of these employers reports any accident to a WECEP student
vhich resulted in absence from work of two or more days, As a final
check on these results, we can compare the accident and injury experience
of the WECEP and non~WECEP students who were individually interviewed,
Sixty-five of the sample of 100 students in the personal interview sample
were located--39 WECEP students and 26 control students., Thus, Wwe have
a 78 percent response rate for the WECEP students but only & 52 percent
response rate for non-WECEP students. One.WECEP student reports that he
was injured while working at a WECEP Jjob., One non-WECEP student also
reports a job-related injury. However, nelther of these two students

&/ The numbzr of accidents per 100,000 student days, where an
accident 1s defined ae an injury requiring a doctor or resulting in one-
half day's loss or more of school time or activity during non-school
time,
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TABLE 23
STUDENT ACCIDENT RATES PER 100,000 STUDENT DAYS BY SCHOOL GRADE,
SEX, LOCATION AND TYVE OF ACCIDENT, 1968-69 SCHOOL YEAR

Male Female

Days Days
Lost , . Loat
7 =9 10-12 Per 7 -9 10«12 Per
Grade Grads Injury Grade Grade Injury

Enrollment Reported 351 264 329 245
Total School Jurisdiction 12,63 14,23 1,08 6,02 5,00 1,32
Shops and Labs ' 1,01 1.95 0,65 0,17 0,22 0,53
Homemaking 0,01 0.,02° 0,72 0.08 0,07 0,50
Sclence 0,06 0,16 040 0.06 0,07 0,36
Driving (practice) * 0,01 0.53 0,00 0,01 0,00
Vocational, industrial arts 0,79 1.48 0,67 0.01 0,03 0,30
Agricultural . 0,02 0,04 0,5 0,00 * 11,00
Other labs 0,02 0,05 O0,42 D0,01. 0,03 0.25
Other shops 0,10 0.,20 0,81 0,01 0.01 0,75
Grounds--unorganized activities 0,73  0,23—-0.99 0.24 0.12. 1,09
Grounds--miscellaneous . OM% 0,29 0,97 0.16 0.20 1,39
Physica) Bducation 5,92 5,98 1,14 3.66 2,72 1,04
i Baseball-~hard 1sll 0, 0.07 0,98 0.02 * 0.83
Raseball-~saf't ball ) 0.31 0.29 1.10 0-25 0.12 : 0.97
Football-~regular 0,30 0,38 1,74 0,01 »* 1,00
" Football-~touch 0,62 0,74 1,36 0.03 0,03 2,06
Basketball 1,02 1l.40 1,07 047 o0.45 0.75
Track and fleld events 0,38 0,21 1,73 0.20 0,09 1,32
Intra-mural sports. o451 0,59 0.8 0,06 0.04 2,66
Inter-scholestic sports 1,200 3,16 1,00 0,05 0.0 2,28
Bagibail=-hard 1l 0,01 0,06 0,5 0,00~ C,00 0,00
Bagscballe-soft ball * 0,03 0.33 * * 0.00
Football--regular 0.82 2,13 1,07 0,01 0,02 -3.42
Tasketball ' 0,18 O0,40 0,80 0.02 0,02 4,50
Track and fleld everts 0,11 0.19 0,2 0,02 0,02 1,88
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Table 23 ‘
Student Accldent Rates per 100, 000 Student Days by School Grade,
Sex, Location and Type of Accident 1968-69 School Year (contimued)

Male ' Fenale

“Days , Days
Lost . Lost
7 -9 10-12 Per 7 -9 10-12 Per
Grade Grade. Injury Grade Grade Injury

Special activities 0,07 0,12 1,47 0,06 0,11 1,52

Going to and from school
(moving vehicle) 0,20 0,15 3,55 0,14 0,19 8,26

Going to and from school
(not a moving vehicle) o2+ o011 1,54 0,14 0,13 1,33

Notes: Accidents are those severe enough to cause the loss of one-half
day or more of (1) school time or (2) activity during non-school
time and/or any property damage as a result of a school
jurisdictional acciden?

* Less than 0,005, (1

B3

Sources Accident Facts 1972 Edition, pp. 90 and 91,
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over lost two or more days of school as. a result of his reported injury,
- In fact, neilther student reports having lost so much as a day due to the
injury, Thus, these data substantially corroborate the above data fron
the employers as well as the injury data reported by the teacher-
coordinators,

Thus, from these data it seems clear that given the way the WECEP ,
program is currently constituted, the risk of injury is not great, The
comparisons with the data in Table 23 are not exact since there the
definition of lost time 15 one-half day or more, so a higher frequency
is reported in Table 23 than.we would pick up in the WECEP study,
Nevertheless, the results are very convincing, Injury to WECEP students
ia not a problem in this program,

o)
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CHAPTER 4
EMPLOYER EXPERIENCE WITH THE WECEP PROGRAM

a o .
A, Introduction.

—

This chapter describes the general experience of the WECEP employers with
the WECEP program. It 1is designed to answer the following questions:

What additional training or special treatment did the WECEP student
recelve?

_ What additional t.alning costs did the WECEP employer experience as
a result of the program? ;

How are WECHEP students rated by employers in comparison to regular
employees?

How do WECEP employers rate the WECEP students at the end of the
WECEP year in contrast to the beginning of the student's employment?

Finally, what recommendations for change do WECEP employers have
for the program?

'B. Sampling Procedure.

I+ orcer to answer the above questions, the population of employers for
whom the students in the 1971~72 WECEP sample worked was randomly sampled
with probability of selection proportional to the size of thelr WECEP
work force, Replacement was allowed in the sampling process. Table 24
shows the distribution of employers by state, the distrivution of the
employer sample of 100, and sample response. Two factors should be

noted about this sample, First, since selectlion was allowed with
replacement, some large employers were selected more than once, These
employers tended to be schools, school districts, wholesale and retail
establishments, and service establishments,

The second factor to realize is that the distribution of the employer
sample across states need bear no relation to the distribution of the
employer population across states, since the sample of 100 is weighted
not by state but by number of WECEP students employed, This is done to
insure that the employer experience is that which they had with the
sample of 690 WECKP students as a whole., Thus, it reflects the overall
experience of employers with WECEP students.
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C. . Employer haracteristlics,

Sixty-three employers of the sample answe ed a detailed mail Huestionnairn
(See Appendix D,) These employers had bezn originally contacted through
the offices of the state directors of the WECEP (UWA) program, Usuelly
the local teacher-coordinator delivered the questionnaire in person, tut
it was self-admiristered by the employer. Of the firms that dld not
respond, ten failled to do so° “since the establishment we.s under new
management «i the time it was contacted, The remaining firms either
refused outright, failed to respond after repeated mall and telephone
contacts or were no longer in business, The major problem occurred in
Illinois, where seven of the eieht firms failed to respond, All seven
were small retail establishments or: restaurants.

Of the 63 responding, 24 (or 38.1%) were in wholesal. and retail trade,
including restaurants,  Almost 29 percent were in services excluding
education and nine employers (14,3%) were in education, Orly two firms-
were in construction, three in durable manufacturing and six in
agriculture. landscapling or dairy.

About 78 nercen® of the firms sovld their products exclusively in local
markets, The flrms were small on the average and had a high concentra-
tion of 'youthful employees. "The average number of production workers
“per firm was about 46 and the average number of salarled workers, about
'25. On the average, 7.5 of the firm's employees were between 16 and 17
years old, while somewhat more than six were aged 18 to 21, :

Currently, each estab’ishment was employing an average of about five
WECEP students, ,

- By far the most frequéntly listed 2 qz job title for WEQEP students
was in food service, Seventeen establichments (27,0%) employed their
WECEP students in this occupation, Nine establishments (14.3%) employed
thelr WECEP students iu custodial work, and 9 other firms used their
students as clerks., General labor (6 establishments, or 9.5%) and
agricultural and horticultural labor (6 establishments) comprised the
next largest categorles, Fifty-five, or 87,3 percent, of the establish-
ments claimed that these were the same types of jobs as_held by +heir
regulsr. employees,

In general. the WECEP employers paid WECEP students the same as their
. other employ:es, About 79.4 percent of the employers indicated this was
the case, while only about 17,5 percent ind!:zated they paid WECEP students
less, The wage rate paid was zbout $1.59 per hour with a standard
deviation of 37 cents, Thus, two thirds of tlks WECEP students were
earning between $1,22 to $1,96 per hour on their jobs. These wage rates
are reasonable in view of the fact that about 87 percent of the employers
indicated that the jobs performed br the WECEP studeni- were the same as
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those performed by thelr regular employees and about 87 percent of the
employers indicated that WECEP employees were glven no special )
consideratlon of any kind. These facts hear out the general assertion
that YECEP students are employed in jobs which exist solely due to market
demand ahd the students' wage rate is a good estimate of their marginal
productivity, In sum, the program <<ces not have the large income
transfer aspect of the Nelghborhood Youth Corps, The WECEP students'
contribution to total output is egual to thelr wage rate,

D, I;aining,Experience and Costs.

Thirty-six (or 57.1%) of the estzblis:ments indicated that the WECEP
student received ro additionsl formal training of any-kind. Of those

_ employers who did provide some training, the types ¢f training were
widealy scattered over sales and renagemen* skills, use of machinery,
shipping and receiving skills, and library skills, However, while a
majcrity of the firms did not engage in any .ormal training, those that
did incurred an average of about $98 out-of~pocket costs per WECEP .
student hired and about $151 in indirect costs such as the imputed value
of supervisory time, Thus, while this represents a considerable

 expenditure of resources when training is required, it 1is generally the
case that extensive training is not rmouired, This reality is further
reflected in the fact that about 59 percent (or 37 establishments) of
the employers accept any student recommended by the school, «nd of the
remaining 26 employers, 21 indicate that no specific skills are required
for employment in the jobs WECEP students are hired for. In addition,
when one inspects the main reasons why employers parti .pated in the WECEP
program, no employer sees the program as primarily providing training and
guldance for the student, If an employer argues that he sees the program
as a vehicle for training students, it is invarietﬂy elther a third or
fourth choice, Of course, when one recognizes that the WECEP student is
already expected to possess a marginal productivity equal to his wage
rate, this 1is not too surprising

[~

“

In fact, this situation plus the relatively low skill level of the jobs
points up a structural problem in the program, Namely, on the one hand,
it is hoped that the students will receive training, but, on the other,

to be hired, their productivity must be equal to the wage rate., It should.
also be noted that the Jobs are comprised of a high component of general
skill which is not specific to the skill needs of any given firm, Also, ‘
we should note that no firm will pay workers to learn such skills -evén if
«—  the workers were deficient in such skills. To continue this-logically,
the fact that the wape rate paid is generally'equal to that of regular
nmployees on the same job suggests that either no on-the-job training is
occurring or WECEP students incur the same on-the-job training costs to
acquire these general skills as do the regular employees,

Ls
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In summary, based on these results, we judge that the amount of additional
skills being imparted on the job is very small, To the extent that a

WECEP student's productivity is being directly raised through the job
experience, it is probably being done so via improvement in labor force
discipline: punctuality, cooperativeness, and similar economically
rewarding patterns of behavior, This potential improvement may be, of
course, far from trivial in its long-run impact on one's economic experience,

¥, Employer Ratings of WECEP Students,

Tables 25 through 25 display the evaluation of the WECEP students by the
Program employers, Table 25 is based on employer responses to the
employer questionnalre and represents each employer's average judgment,
(See Appendix D,) Tables 26, 27 and 28 are based upon the individual
evaluations of students by employers which are subsequently collected by
the teacher-coordinators, For the latter three tables, sample sizes are
not consistent between the evaluations at the beginning of employment and
end of school year because either teacher-coordinators failed to see that
the preliminary evaluations were performed or employers otherwise
neglected to fill out the preliminary evaluations at the beginning of
employment. Finally, in some cases, an employer simply failed to fill
out a specific evaluation item, This failure was systematic with respect
to the beginning of employment evaluation,

Table 25'15 Particularly notable since it shows the employers' comparison
of WECEP students with the employers' own regular employees, The employer
rankings range from a low scere of 2,2 (on a scale of three, where 1 =
more, 2 = same and 3 = less) for "works well without supervision" to a
high of 1.9 for "courtesy." What is most interesting, though, is that
none of these scores is significantly different from 2.,0.! In other woérds,
on the average the employers rate the WECEP students the same as their
regular employees, Thus, in terms of a broad range of work-related
Characteristics, the WECEP students prove capable of performing at an
equal level With presumably more experienced workers., Given that the
same quality of students continues to enter WECEP, the program would

. appear to be an economically viable proposition for employers in the
Cross-section of industries represented by this sample,

Evaluation of Individualss Total Sample, Over time, as employers came
to know the WECEP students better, they gave them improved ratings on
each of the 16 characteristics shown in Tables 26, 27 and 28, In these
three tables, employers ranked students on a Likert scale of one to five,
With five representing the highest possible rating, In Table 26 the
lowest rating shown at the beginning of employment is 2.8 on "shows
initiative.” The highest rating is 3.5 for "honesty." At the end of the
School year the lowest rating was 3,5, again for "shows initiative,"
while the highest remained 3.9 for "honesty." The greatest absolute
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TABLE 25
EVALUATION OF WZCEP STUDENTS VIS-A-VIS REGULAR EMPLOYEES

~ Avexsge Ratingl/7
SD

w2/
lleatness’ ) 2.0 . 0.5
Courtesy : : 1.8 0;5
Honesty _ 1.8 0.5
Attendance 2.0 ; 0,8
Punctualif& } . 2.0 . 0.7
Calls in when absent 2.0 0,6
Accepts constructive criticism 1.9 0.5
Cooperates ‘ 1.8 0.5
Takes pride in work 2.0 0.6
Completes tasks ' 2.0 0,6
Understands job procedures - 2.0 - 0,7
Works well without supervision 2.2 0.8
Able to follow directions 2.0 " o.5 ;
Accuracy in work 2,0 0,7
Observes rules ' 1.9 0.6
Uses equipment properly 1.9 . 6.5

Notes: 1/ The employer was asked the following question: “Could you
please rate the WECEP (OWA) participants relative to your
regular employees on . the following characteristics? With
respect to the following characteristics, are WECEP (OWA)
participants more, the same, or less ., . . relative to your
regular employees? More = 1, same = 2, less = 3,"

. -

2/ M = mean; SD = standard deviation,




Employment School Year
) | w2 s N M SD° N

- Jﬁea‘*&:nes':f“-(fér;‘.bml grooming) 3.0 3:.(; 519 3,6 0.9 532
Courtesy 3.1 L1 5200 3.7 0.9 532
Honesty 3.5 1.1 518 3.9 1.0 530
Attendance: punctual 3.2 1.1 516 3.8 1,0 528
Attendance; calls in when absent 3,1 1.2 497 3.9 1.1 516
“Accepts constructive critieism 3.0 1.0 i} 3.6 1,0 532
Cooperates with supervisors and . ] : .

co-workers . < 3,1 1.l 520 3.7 1.0 53?

Takes pride in work 2,9 1.1 520 3.6 1.0 532
Shows ‘initiative 2,8 1,1 513 3.5 1.0 528
Completes assigned tasks 3.0 1.1 59 3,6 1,0 531 |
Understands job procedures 31 1.0 518 3.8 0,9 530
Works well without supervision 2.6 1.0 517 3.5 1.1 528
Able to Follow directions 3.0 1.0 517 3.7 09 - 529
Accuracy in work . - 3,0 1,0 515 3.6 0.9 -, 827
Obsexrves rules 3.0 1.0 517° 3,7 1.0 = 529
Uses equipment/supplies properly 3.1 1.2 59 3,8 0,9 528
Notes: 1/ Excellent = 5; Very Good = 4; Good = 3; Fair = 2; Poor = 1,

TABLE 26

EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF WECEP STUDENTS:
BEGINNING OF EJ“IPLOWENT VERSUS END OF SCHOOL YEAR CGM'PARISON

Begiming ofg‘-'] -

Ed of 1/

2/ M = Mean; SD = standard deviation; N = cell size,
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improvement was ,7 of a rating voint for several different characteris-
tics, The lowest absolute improvement was for "honesty," .4 of a rating
point, All of these differences are significant at the .05 level., Thus,
the employers appeared to perceive a positive improvement over time on a
variety of indices of student worker performance.

Bvaluation of Individuals, by Sex, When comparing boys relative to
girls, we see that giris receive an initial evaluation at the beginning
of employment which ranges from ,1 to .4 of a point higher, but this
differential is narrowed as the increment of improved evaluation is
somewhat higher for boys than for girls. The lowest initial rating for
boys is 2,8 for "shows initiative" and "works well without supervision,"
The lowest initial rating for girls is 2,9 for "shows initiative,” Boys
have a 3.5 rating for "courtesy" on their initial rating, while girls
receive their highest initial rating of 3.6 for "honesty,"

By the end of the school year, boys have made the greatest improvement
in "uses equipment properly,” an increase of .8 of a rank from 3,0 to
3.8. Girls have their greatest improvement in the same category with an
improvement of ,7 of a rank from 3.2 to 3.9, Overall, the patterns of
improsement as well as levels are ramarkably similar between boys and
girls, Thus, to the extent that these measures have objective validity,
boys and girls appear equally effective as WECEP employees,

Evaluation of Individuals, by Age. There appears to be little difference
in the evaluation of individuals as a function of age. Fourteen- and
15~year~olds perform similarly in the labor market based on the average
evaluations of the total student sample. In fact, if anything, the 14-
year-olds perform slightly"better than their oll=sr counterparts, Of
course, this Jjudgment, as well as the judgment concerning the total
sample, boys and girls separately, is only true in a gross sense since
there is no control group against which to compare the relative rankings
of the WECEP students. In any case, though, the rankings at the end of
the school year are all above 3,5, except in one case, and the improvements
are often as large as ,7 of one point over the course of the employment
period, :

Other Experience, Additional experience of the employers with WECEP
students can help one assess the WECEP program, The comparison group
with WECEP students in this section of analysis 1is, implicitly, the
employer's regular employees, Note above that the employer rates the
WECEP student the same, on the average, as his regular employees, With
this in mind, we cen look at disciplinary action. Twenty-nine of the
employers (4&%) at some time were forced to fine, fire or suspend a WECEP
employee, The usual cause for this action was absenteeism, Eleven
employers cited this as the primary reason and five as the secondary
reason, Nine employers cited theft as the prim=2:oy reason, and two cited
theft &s the secondaTy reason, Insubordination was the third most

86




important primary reason, Three cited poor work as the primary reason,
and four employers cited it as a secondary reason, Unfortunately, these
are gross average effects and do not represent the net experience of the
WECEP students per se. Ideally, we would need a control group against
which to compare the WECEP experience, but in the case of employment,
one does not exist,

To continue, the normal action of the firms was to fire the WECEP student
outright, Twenty-two employers (34,9%) chose this course of action,

Only two employers chose to refer the WECEP student to his teacher-
coordinator as an initial disciplinary action, In short, some of the
WECEP students do create personnel problems for employers, and the action
of the employers is, generally, to treat them as they would a regular
employee, This is further evidence that the WECEP student operates in a
"real world" context, On the whole, this type of waork environmment, even
for those students who may run afoul of it, should be more effective in
improving labor market skills and school-work transition than a situation
where students are less likely tc¢ be treated as full-fledged members of
the labor force who are expected to earn their daily wage. But, again,
without a control group, we cannot be sure of the net effects of WECEP,

F. Employer Attitudes toward WECEP,

Two issues are of concern here, First, what might be the effect of a
lowering of the minimum wage on employer incentive to hire WECEP
students? BSecond, what changes do smployers recommend in the WECEP
program?

The Issue of the Minimum Wage., With respect to the minimum wage, 34, or
54 percent, of the firms indicated that they would hire more WECEP
students if the minimum wage were lowered, Of course, how many more
hours of labor they would hire would depend on ihe elasticity of demand
for labor as the wage rate is lowered, that is, the relative response in
hours of labor hired vis-a-vis the relative change in the hourly wage
rate., Since Wwe do not know what the elasticity of demand for labor is
in these industries, it is difficult to get an estimate of the potential
increase in the quantity ,of labor demanded if the WECEP wage rate were
to be cut. In order to make such an est .mate, we have to rely on
secondary sources of evidence from outside this study. Based on the
work of H., Gregg Lewis, Albert Rees estimates that a 10 to 15 percent
increase 1n wage rates will result in a 10 to 15 percent decrease in the
quantity of labor demanded.l/ If this effect is symmetrical in the
reverse direction and if it holds for the non-unionigzed service and
public sector industries that dominate this WECEP employer sample, then

1/ Alvert Kees, "The Effects of Unions on Resource Allocation,”
The Journal of Law and Economics, Vol, 6, October, 1963, pp. 69-78,
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the wage change-employment change effect may operate in a one-to-one
relationship. That is, a ten percent wage cut may result in a ten
percent employment increase, If this is the case, then a cut in the
ninimum wage would result in an increase in employment of persons in
these industries where WECEP students can be hired. Thus, since the
average wage rate paid WECEP students is approximately $1.60 per hour,
a 10 percent cut to $1.44 per hour could have, conceivably, increased
total WECEP employment under the program as it is currently structured
from the current level of about 7,900 studerts to about 8,700 students.
This wage rate of $1.44 is about eight cents an hour higher than the
WECEP employer estimate of a more appropriate wage rate to pay WECEP
students-~$31,36 per hour, Note also that this aralysis also assumes
that all employers would respond similarly. If only 50 percent of the
employers responded as suggeshtad above but all employers hired the sanme
average number of students, then the above total effect would only be
half as large under the current Indvstrial and occupational structure
of the WECEP program.

It is important to note again, however, that in our judgment the students
now being hired are, on the average, earning a wage equal to their
marginal product. BEmployers cannot pay a person more than hils marginel
product over the long run. Most people normally will not work for a ‘rage
less than their marginal product. The result, then, of lowering the
WECEP wage rate will be to allow students of lower productivity to enter
the program. Of course, some higher productivity students wilil likely
drop out of the program since their marginal product will be higher than
the wage rate, and they will seek employment elsewhere, Tables 1 and 2
attest to the reality of this altsrnative., There is widespread labor
market activity of this 14~ and 15-year-old age group outside of WECEP,
Nevertheless, a lower wage rate would encourage employars to hire more
students, and it would allow lower productivity students to gain access
to the services of the WECEP progran,

Should the program thus be expanded? Twenty-eight (or about Wi, 4%) of
the employers felt it should be, Thirty (or 47.6%) felt it should be
kept operating at the same level. No employer suggested that its scope
should be reduced, but five employers failed to respond to this question,

The reasons for arguing for expansion are more important than the simple
assertion to expand, yet 15, or 46.9 percent, of the employers who argued
for expansion gave no substantive reason why the program should be
expanded; they simply indicated that it would be desirable to give more
students the opportunity to participate, This tends to bring into
question the quality of thelr suggestion. (See Table 29.) Seven, or
about 22 percent, of the employers felt that program expansion would give
the students more vocational training., Three of the employers, or 9,4
percent, argue that an expansion of the program would either benefit the
students financially or in terms of the experience they would gain.
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TABLE 29

EMPLOYER ATTITUDES TOWARDS THE WECEP PROGRAM

e

- #/‘\h’ 70
A, Primary Reason for Expanding the WECEP Program:
Give students more vocational training 7 21.9
Give more students the opportunity to partzc;pate 15 L6,9
Benefits the students financially or in terms of
experience Qﬁ 3 Ot

Program is beneficial W 1 3.1
Other 2 6.3
Not ascertained L 12,5
Total 32 100.1
B. Employer Recommendation of Single Most Important

Change to Make In WECEP:
No change necessary 27 42,9
More supervision by schools or teacher-coordinator 2 3.2
More pre~employment orientation 3 4,8
Expand the program 8 12,7
Subsidize employer costs 2 3.2
Othey 11 17.5
Not ascertained 10 15,9
Total 63 100,0
C. Employer Judgment of the Most Effective Change

to Make in WECEP to Improve Operation of His

Establishments
No change 28 4y L
More connumication needed with school 2 3.2
Change scheduling of student hours 7 11.1
Let more students participate L 6.3
Cther 11 17.5
Not ascertained 11 17.5
Total 63 100,0
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Critique of the Program. An effort was made to elicit constructive
criticism from the employers with respect t. the WECEP program, Employers
were asked, "If you were in charge of running the WECEP (OWA) progranm,
what would be the single most important change you would like to make in
it?" Ten employers neglected to answer the question, unfortunately,
However, about 43 percent of the firms felt trat no change was necessary,
Only two employers felt that they were incurring extra costs that ought
to be subsidized, About 13 percent of the firms simply argued for an
expansion of the program, Only five firms indicated that they desired a
substa...ive change in the supervision or pre-empleyent orientation of
the WECEP students. In summary, the majority of firms appwar to be well
satisfied with the structure of the WECEP program as it is currently
constituted.

As an additional probe into employer attitudes concerning the jprogran,
they were asked, "What change or changes in the WECEP {OWA) program
would have the best effect on the operation of your firm?" Again, about
Wy percent indicated that no change was necessary, Seven employers
(11.1%) argued that a change in the scheduling of hours worked by WECEP
students would improve the efficiency of their opzration, Other reasons
were scattered over a variety of issues, but agailn, tho general view one
has 1is that the employers are largely satisfied with the program as it

is currently structured, or, at least, have no strong negative attitudes,

G. Summary.

WECEP students are evaluated by their employers as being of overall egual
quality with their regular employees, Indeed, they are generally paid
the same wage rate, Thus, the program is qualitatively different from
such programs as the Nelghborhood Youth Corps. The WECEP students are
able to meet the market test and perform effectively for employers,
However, other than informal on~the-job training, which by no means is
insignificant in terms of affecting a person's income and livelihood,
little formal on-the-job training occurred. A sub-set of firms indicated
that they incurred total costs of about $249 per WECEP student hired,
however, As a general statement, though, no extensive training, or at
least no training other than what would be given to a regular employee,
is required. The employers hire workers whose productiv1ty is equal to
their wage rate, .

The employers’ luction of the WECEP students improves over time, and

the measured }ﬂffo ments are statistically different from zero, Thus,

in the eyes 6t the employer, the students gain additions to skills which
are valuable to him in his business, This is a benefit to the employer

and can be a benefit to the student when he seeks jobs elsewhere,



Employers also expressed a willingness to hire more WECEP students if

the minimum wage were lowered, On the assumptions of a one~to-one
relationship between wage rate change and change in guantity of labor
demanded, - ten percent wage cut would have resulted in a ten percent
increase i WECEP student employment, This implies an increase of about
800 studzats if all employers respond the same or only about 400 students
if only those employers are considered who indicated a willingness to
hire if the wage rate were cut,

Finally, employers seem well satisfied with the program, A large

plurality of employers indicates that no changes are desirable in the
program from thelr standpoint,
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CHAPTER 5
TEACHER~-COORDINATOR EXPERIENCE WITH THE WECEP PROGRAM

A, Introduction,

As indicated in Chapter 1, a sample of 200 teacher-coordinators, 100 each
from the 1970-71 and 1971-72 school years, was chosen according to
probability of selection proporticnal to the size of the WECEP unit, The
1971~77 sample includes all the teacher-coordinators of the WECEP units
whleb were selected for study from the 1971-72 WECEP year. The use of
two WECEP years allows us to make some limited comparisons of program
change and differential teacher-coordinator experience over tims,

Jitimately, after at least four mail requests and at least three attempts
at person-to-person telephone contacts, 78 of the 1970-71 sample and 84
of the 1971-72 saxple responded, Those who failed to respond did so Que
to two basic reasons., First, a few left the school where they had been
a teacher-coordinator and gave no forwarding address, Second, the
remainder simply falled to cooperate, Thus, there is non-response bias
in this sample, too. An additional problem with this sample lies in
errors in the data. The specific problem exlsts with the teacher-
coordinators' estimates of thelr time spent counseling and dealing with
students individually, Here, marked overestimatlion existed on the part
of the teacher-coordinator, and these particular variables were not
usable even after considerable effort was made to edit the estimates of
hours spent counseling students and contacting employers, Although we
felt the questions were worded unambiguousiy, apparently there was
massive misunderstanding of what was desired on these Questions, (See
Appendix c.) ;

B, Characterlstics of the Samples,

N
1
14

As shown in Table 30, the two samples of ‘teacher-coordimators are
relatively similar, They have the same approximate average ages, for
instance, though non-response bias in the 1970-71 sample makes compari=-
sons difficult on sex, ethnic origin and marital status.

The educational qualifications of the two samples differ somewhat; a
higher proportion of the 1971-72 sample has the hachelor’s degree, while
a higher proportion of the 1970-71 sample has the master’s degrez, In
terms of college credits, the 1970-71 sample has somewhat higher
qualifications in academic guidance and counseling as well &s vocational-
technical education, while the 1971-72 sample has an edge in psychology
and vocational guidance and counseling, In general, the dispersion of
credits earned is much greater among the 1971-72 teacher-coordinators



TABLE 30
SOCIO~-DEMOGRAPHIC AND EDUCATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS
OF TEACHER~COORDINATORS, 1970-71 AND 1971-72 SAMPLES

1970-1971 Sample 1971-72 Sample

Age M 37.3 37.1
SD 12,2 9.6
Sex N % N %.
Male 65 85.3 69 82.1
Pemale ~ 5 6.4 15 17.9
Not ascertained 8 10.3
Total 78 100,0 84 100,0
Marital Status N % N %
Single 9 11-5 8 905
Married : 58 h,0L 71 84,5
Other 3 3.8 5 6.0
Not ascertained 8 10,3
Total 78 100.0 84 100.0
Ethnic Origix N % N 4
White 56 71,8 69 82.1
Black 12 15,% 15 17.9
Not ascertained 10 12,8
Total 78 100,0 84 100,0
Years of College Education M 4,2 4,2
SD 005 005
Years of Graduate Work M 1.1 0,8
_ SD 0.9 0,9
With Bachelor's Degree N % N %
71 9.0 84 100,0
With Master's Degree N N %
; 35 bh,9 29 5
Acendenic Guidance & Counseling M 5.5 4.3
Number of Credits SD 6.3 7.2
Vocational Guidance & Counseling M 2.1 3.3
Number of Credits SD 3.8 7.6




Table 30
Socio~Demographic and Educatlional Characteristics of
Teacher~Coordinators, 1970-71 and 1971-72 Sampies (continued)

1970-1971 Sanmpie 1971-1972 Sanmple

Psychology i 10.6 10,9
Number of Credits SDh 8.3 12,0
Vocational-Technical Education M 10.8 7.4
Number of Credits sh 22.9 20,7

Notest M is the mean, SD 1s the standard deviation, and N the cell slue,
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which suggests that they may be a somewhat less homogenous group than
the 1970-71 sample., How this might be reflected in performance as a
teacher-coordinator is unclear, however,

C., Implementation of WECEP by Teacher-Coordinators.

An important issue in this study is how WECEP achieves one of its goals--
that of career exploration., 'The types of jobs held by the WECEP studenis
are of relatively low skill level, and the separate students do not
sample a wide variety of jobs, Therefove, heavier reliance on career
exploration must be made through counsellng and formal instruction. As
Table 31 shows, the primary technique of ca—zeer exploration for both
-1970-71 and 1971-72 teacher-coordibator samples is a reljance on films
and film strips. The 1971-72 sample placed a much heavier reliance on
visiting speekers than did the 1970-71 teacher-cooxrdinators, On the
other hand, the 1970-71 teacher-coordinators place a much heavier rellance
on field trips, Personal counseling is a relatively minor technique fox
both samples of teacher-coordinators, which seems incongruous in light of
the (unreliably) high number of counseling hours reported.

Since teacher-coordinators obviously use more than one method to achieve
thelr purpose, they were asked to list their methods of career exploration
in order of descending importence., Thus, a teacher-coordinator would, for
instance, place maJjor stress on one method and use other methods second-
arily, As a matter of interest, we should note that about 14 percent of
the 1970-71 sample and about 10 percent of the 1971-72 sample rely on only
one method to achlieve the objective of career exploration. The most
important secondary source of instruction in career exploratlion is the

use of outside speakers, Thls is true for both samples. Readling material
and fleld trips then comprise the remaining ma jor secondary methods,
Unfortunately, we do not have estimates of the total hours, in or out of
class, of exposure to these methods. Thus, while there appears to be a
wide variety of methods used, we have no idea of the intensity of their
use,

How the Program Works. How does the WECEP program work? What is the
exact mechanism whereby program inputs are transformed into program
outputs? As with all educational programs, this is a difficult question
to answer, As stated in Chapters 1 and 2, our knowledge of educational
production functions is simply imperfect,

Thus, when we asked the teacher-coordinators, "In your judgment how does
the WECEF program a.hieve its goals? That is, how does it work to tring
about its desired progran objectives?", they responded eilther in terms
of listing the program inputs or outputs., For the first exemple, 11,5
percent of the teacher-coordinators said that the program achieved its
poa's "through individual counseling.” This is an input, though it 1is
alsc a process, Nineteen percent of the 1971-72 sample listed this as
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TABLE 31
TECHNIQUES USED TO EXPOSE WECEP STUDENTS
TO CAREER OPPORTUNITIES

1970-1971 Semple 1971-1972 Sample

N % N %
Ma jor Techniques
Films and film strips, tapes 27 34,6 Lo 47,6
Speakers 9 1.5 22 26,2
Reading material 5 6.k L 4.8
Field trips 20 25.6 6 7.1
Personal covnseling - L 3.8
Exposure to work 3 3.8 1l 1.2
Other 5 6.4 2 2.4
Not ascertained 5 6.4 9 10.7
Total 78 99.8 84 100,0
Secondary Techniques
No other techaique 11 14,1 8 9.5
Films and film strips, tapes 7 9.0
Speakers 22 28,2 27 32.1
Reading material 8 10,3 15 17.9
Field trips 12 15.4 13 15.5
Personal counseling 2 2,6 2 2.4
Exposure to work 5 6.4 6 7.1
Other 5 6.4 5 6.0
Not ascertained 6 7.7 8 9.5
Total 78 100,11 84 100,0

Notes: Totals do not add up to 100.0 due to rounding,




TABLE 32
TEACHER-COORGINALOR JUDGMENT ON METHODS BY WHiCH
WECEP PROGRAM ACHIEVES ITS GOALS

1970-1971 Sample 1971-1972 Sample

N % N %

Ma jor Method ,

Through individual counseling 9 11,5 16 19,0
Tacrease student's self-respect 12 15,4 22 26,2
Teaches employment skills 7 9,0 21 25.0
Recognition of value of
education 9 11,5 7 8.3
Financial help 8 10,3 5 6.0
Close supervision 6 Te? 1 1,2
Other 21 26.9 2. 2.4
Not ascertained 6 7,0 10 11,9
Total 78 100,0 84 100,0

“sconday Method :

" No other : 35 b, 9 15 17.9
Through individual counseling 2 2.6 :
Increase student's self-respect L 51 7 8.3
Teaches employment skills 4277501 7 8.3
Recognition of value of -

education 2 2,6 21 25,0
Firanclal help 13 5.1 11 13.1 .
Close supervision 2 2,6 3 3.6
Other . 19 4.4 10 11,9
Not ascertained 6 7.7 10 11.9

Total 78  100,1 84+ 100,0

Notee: Totals do not add up to 100,0 due tc rounding,
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the major method, (See Table 32,) On the other hand, "Increase
student’s self-respect,” is a . £inal output of the program, though in
some ceses thils behaviorel characteristic cax be seen as an intermediate
outzut which then leads, for instance, to ixproved 1zbor narket or
educational performarce.

Howaver, &ll in all, the teacher-coordinators were not able to shed much
light on the exact process wherebv the program achieves its zoals, If
the program is t¢ be expanded, a much more careful understanding of ihls
proces: is first neededp otherwlse, one's btasis for predicting future
DLOZTaM effecta becomes weaker,

Guidance and Counseling. Guidance and counseling is not a dcminant
technique in career exploration as shown in Table 31, However, it is a

_technique for which there are few substitutes in certain contexts, such-

8 when a student is having problems with a specific teacher or employer
or peer, Table 33 presents the teacher-coordinators' judgment:as to the
adequacy 'of the quality and gquantity of vocational, personal and
educational guidance., The 1971-72 teacher-coordinators are more likely
to rate the counseling they can glvs as "adequate” than are the 1970-71
teacher~coordinatoers,  About 62 percent of the 1971-72 sample feel ithat
no changes are needed in counseling quantity or quality, while 44 to 46
pexcent of the 1970-71 teacher-coordinators argue for some change in
time spent on counseling or basic change in 1ts nature, Overall, though,
the majority of teacher-coordinators in each sample jucge the counseling
as adequate or more than adequate,

An important function of the teacher-ccordinator, one which relates to
counseling and guldance, has to-do with the way in which teacher-
coordinators resolve-differernces between students and employers, The

ma jor method ussd is simply to shift the student to a different employer
but keep the same job, But the 1971-72 sample of teacher-coordinators
was more likely (25,0 percent) to attempt to mediste the differences
between the student and his employers ox co-workers than was the 1970-71
teacher-coordinator sample (only 16,7 percent)., (See Table %,) In
contrast, the 1970~71 teacher~coordinator was a more frsguent user of
intensive personal counseling as a major method of handling differences
with th§ student (15.4 percent) than was the 1971-72 sample {(only 9.5
percent .

It is Interesting to speculate on whether this shift occurred as a
result of leerning over time better methods of handling such insvitable
problems, tut in-depth interviews would likely be needed to asceritain

this quesiion, and the sample cohort would have to be the same between
the two, years,



TABLE 33
ADEQUACY OF VOCATIONAL, PERSONAL
AND EDUCATIONAL GUIDANCE COUNSELING

1970~1971 Sample 1971-1972 Sample

N % N %
Adequacy of Vocational Guidance Time
Leas than adequate 28 35.9 27 32,1
Adequate 4  51.3 55 65.5
More than adequate 1 1.3 1 1.2
Not ascertained 9 11,5 1 1.2
Total 78 100,0 8l 100,0
Adequacy of Vocational Guidance Quality
Less than adequate 17 21,8 15 17.9
Adequate 48 61,5 66 78,6
More than adequate 4 5.1 2 2.4
Not ascertained 9 11.5 1 1,2
Total 78 99.9 84 100.1
Adequacy of Personal and Educational
Guidance Time
Less than adequate 28 35,9 23 27.4
Adequate 37 u?ou 58 69- 0
More than adequate _ 4 5.1 2 2.4
Not ascertained 9 11,5 1l 1.2
Adequacy of Personal and Ejucational
Guidance Quality
Less than adequate 19 24,4 16 19,0
Adequate Ly 56,4 61 72.6
More than adequate 6 7.7 6 7.1
Not ascertained 9 11.5 1 1.2
Totel 78 100,0 84 99.9
Are Ghﬁnges Needed in Amount of Time
Spent on Counseling?
No 34 43,6 52 61.9
Yes 34 43,6 31 36.9
Not ascertained 10 12,8 l 1,2
Total 78  100.0 84 100,0
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Table 33
Adequacy of Vocational, Personal and Educatlonal Guidance Counseling
(continued)

1970-1971 Sample 1971-~1972 Sample

N % N %
Types of Changes Needed in
Counseling ‘
More qualified personnel needed 7 9.0 11 13.1
More contact with student 10 12,8 11 13.1
Peer group counseling 2 2,6
Other 13 16,7 8 9.5
No changes needed 36 6,2 52 61,9
Not ascertalined 10 12.8 2 2.4
Total 78 100,11 84 100,0

Notessy Totals do‘net add up to 100,0 due to rounding,
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TABLE 34
TEACHER-COORDINATOR METHODS OF RESOLVING STUDENT
EMPLOYHENT FPROBLEMS

- S B 1970-1971 Semple  1971-1972 Sample

L N % N %
.. R
Me. jor Method
Shift to different employer, _
same occupation 30 38.5 32 38.1
Shift to different occupation, - :
sape employar i 1.3 ' 1l 1,2
Shift to different occupation,
different employer 2 2,6 12 14,3
Provide intensive counseling with :
student; 12 15,4 8 9.5
Mediate differences between student
_ and employer or cc-workers 13 16,7 21 25,0
"~ Other : 11 14,1 9 10,7
Not ascertained 9 11.5 1l 1.2
Total v 78 100,11 8l 100,60

‘ Secordary Method

-8hift to diffexent employer,
same occupation 37 67.4 . 37 44,0
Shift to different occupation,

Bume employer 3 3.8
Shift to different occupation,

different employer 3 3.8 1 1,2
Frovide intensive counseling with

student 9 1105 21 2500
Mediate differences vstween student '

and employer or co-worker "9 11.5 15 17.9
-Othex 8 10,3 9 10.7
Not ascertained 9 11.5 1 1.2

Total 78 99.8 84 100,0

Notess Totals do not edd up to 100,0 due to rounding.

102




D. Program Expansion.

Related to the employer judgment of the feasibility of program expansion
is that of the teacher-coordinator. Overall, the teacher-coordinators

in 1971-72 were much more optimistic about the possibilities of expanding
the program than were the teacher-coordinators in 1970-71., Two thirds of
the former were able to locate sufficlent jobs in 1971-72, while only
about one half of the latter were able to do so in 1970-71, (See

Tuble 35,)

Ignoring not ascertained responses, we find that 22,6 percent of the
1971-72 sample felt they could locate suificient jobs if the program were
tripled, (This would imply about 24,000 WECEP students in the states
currently participating in the experiment,) Only 15.4 percent of the
1970-~71 sample felt that such & tripling of enrollment was Ppossible,

Two reasons are dominant with respect to the pessimism of those who say
the program cannot be expanded--economic conditions and the age of the
students, As suggested in Chapter 4, a lowering of the wage rate is a
potential way of expanding the program glven the fact that some employers
view the age of the students as a disability. (See Table 35.) However,
since the demand for labor is a derived demand dependent on the demand
for the firm's products, economic conditions, that is, deficient economic
demand, can be an Intransigent factor limiting program growth,

Nevertheless, we see in Table 36 the curiosity of 74,4 percent of the
1970-71 sample arguing for an actual expansion of the WECEP program, while
only 65.5 percent of the 1971-72 sample of teacher-coordinators do so.,

For those who argue for an expansion, the meaning is clear-cut, increase
the number of students enrolled, or, what amounts to the same thing,
increase the number of WECEP units. For the 1970~71 sample, there was
some sentiment for increasing the number of teacher~cooxdimators, which
can imply either a lightening of the teacher-coordinator's work load or
a more Iintensive application of this program input.

Finally, for those who argue against expansion, it is understandable that
they would do so based on the judgment that there simply aren't enough
jobs avallable, Only one reason was given which implied a negative
Judgment on the program. One teacher-coordinator felt that too much of
the teacher-coordinator’s time was involved.

One major change, which im a sense is a type of expansion, relaies to the
teacher-coordinators' recommendations on total hours a student ghould be
alloved to work, The 1970~71 sample of teacher-coordinators argues for
a mean allowable total work week of 27.%4 hours., Since the standard
deviation is 7.5 hours, one third argue for a maximum which could be as
high as 35,3 hours, For the 1971-72 sample, the mean recommended is
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TABLE 35
TEACHER~-COORDINATCR EVALUATION OF WECEP
PROGRAM IN RELATION TO THE LABOR MARKET

1970-1971 Sample 1971-1972 Sample

N % N %
Have you been able to locate
sufficient Jobs for all of your
WECEP students?
No . 37 47.4 28 33.3
Yes L”O 5103 56 6607
Not ascertained 1 1,3
Total 78 100,0 84 100,0
If the program wers tripled,., -
do you think you could locate /
sufficlent jobs8.s..?
No 33 42,3 39 4.4
Yes 12 15,4 19 22.6
Can't locate sufficient jobs now 29 37.2 24 28,6
Not ascertained L 5.1 2 2.4
Total 78 100, 84 100,0
Ma jor reason for insufficlent jobsi
Economic conditions .18 23.1 12 14,3
Age factor . 10 12.8 8 9.5
Lack of skills 1 1.3 2 2.4
Competition from older students 0 0.0 4 4.8
Lack of transportation 1 1.3 1l 1.2
Other 6 7.7 1 102
Not appropriates sufficlent Jobs
exist 40 51,3 55 65.5
Not ascertained 2 2,6 1 1.2
Total 78 100,11 84 100.1

Notes:t Totals do not add to 100.0 due to rounding,
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TABLE 36
TEACHER~CCORDINATOR ASSESSMENT OF THE VIABILITY
: OF EXPANDING THE WRCEP PROGRAM

1970-1971 Sample 1971-1972 Sample

N % N %
Should the Program be Expanded
Yes 58. 744 55 65.5
No 19 b b 27 32.1
Not ascertained 1 1.3 2 2.4
Total 78 100,11 8k 100,0
Most Useful Expansion of Program
Involve more students 19 37.2 30 35.7
Expand where Jjob opportunities
exist 3 3.8 2 2.4
Furnish transportation 3 3.8
Increase the number of teacher-
coordinators 5 6,4
Increase the number of WECEP
uniis per school 1 1.3 8 9.5
Othex : . 15 19,2 11 31,1
Inaprropriates Do not expand 19 2u4 b 29 34,5
Not uscertained ‘ 3 3,8 L 4.8
Total 78 100,1 8l 100,0
Major Reason Why Program Should Not
Be Expanded
Not enough jobs available 8 10,3 15 17.9
Not enough eligible students 0 0.0 1 1.2
About at capacity now 1 1.3 5 6,0
Too much teacher's time involved 1 1.3 0 0,0
Limited funds 0 0.0 1 1,2
Other 9 11.5 6 7.1
Inappropriates Program should be
expanded 58 74,4 56 66,7
Not ascertained 1 1.3 0 0,0
Total 78 100,1 84 100.1

Notes: Totals do not add to 100.0 percent due to rounding,




27,9 hours, wivh a standexd deviation of 5.2 hours. In both cases, based
on the findings of Chapter 2, these recommendations muat be rejected
since, except for the results of Model (3), the analysis of Chepter 2
suggests an optimum number of hours of no more than 18 per week, though
the maximum could, in some cases, exceel this before a negative program
effect set in,

E. Summary Evaluation of WECEP by Teacher~Goordinators,

Finally, and related to the teacher-coordinators' judgment on whether to
expand the program, is the overall Judgment of the teacher-coordinators
as to the major strengths and weaknesses of the program,

Teacher-coordinators in both the 1970-71 and 1971-72 samples se the

ma jor positive aspect of the WECEP program a&s keeping the studeLc in
school and leading to academic improvement, The results ol the analysis
in Chapter 2 tend to confirm this judgment, Clearly, the program also
provides a source of income, However, it is clear from the data in
Appendix G, based on the personal interview sample, that many of the
students in WECEP would have worked in the absence of the program, How
many, we cannot say, though it is clear that the prograa has no unique
claim in this respect,

If reduction in truancy and absence is an index of responsibility, then
the teacher-coordinator i1s correct in weighting the program heavily €8 a
way of improving a student’s serse of responsibility,

However, whether or not the program successfully relates academic subjects
to work is not clesar, The problem here again is that we have no unambigu-
ously identified process whereby such a relation is sald to occur,

Without such a clearly identified process, we cannot test the nzature and
extent of the relationship in any unambiguous way.

Final]y, i1t is understandable that the major negative aspect of the
program is that it may cut down one's ' me for academic work, This is a
very real possibllity, though the danger can be attenuated somewhat by
reducing the maximum number of hours a student may work and by close
monitoring of the relationship between a student’s work hours and his
educational performance, We did not analyze this aspect of the teacher=-
coordinator's role, but obwiocusly such monitoring is critical to the
successful and proper operation of the progran,

- F, Summary.
The experience and, impressions of the teacher-coordinators are mainly

valvable as a gulde to and understanding of the institutional and
educational structure of the WECEP progrem, though to some extent even
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TABLE 37
TEACHER-COORDINATOR EVALUATION OF

POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE ASPECTS OF WECEP

1670-1971 Sample 1971-1972 Sample

N % N %
Ma jor Positive Aspects
None 1 1.3 3 3.6
Keeps student in school-=-
academic improvement 25 32,1 24 28,6
Provides a source of income 20 25.6 18 21,4
Teaches responsibility 7 9.0 17 20,2
Relates academic subjects to work 9 11,5 4 4,8
Provides direction to one's life 2 2,6 9 10,7
Provides an opportunity for success 8 10,3 5 6.0
Other : 4 5.1 0 0.0
Not ascertained 2 2,6 4 4,8
Total 78 100,11 B4 100,1
Secondary Positive Aspact
None or no other 11 14,1 9 10,7
Kzeps student in school--
academic improvement 3 3.8 3 3.6
Provides a source of income 7 9,0 12 ;3
Ter.ches responsibility 1y 17.9 15 17.9
Balates academic subjects to work 14 17,9 9 10,7
Provides direction to one's life 7 9,0 14 16.7
Provides opportunity for success 10 12,8 8 9.5
Other 10 12,8 10 11,9
Not ascertained 2 2.6 Ly 4,8
Total 78 99.9 84 99.9
Ma jor Negatlve Aspect )
None 42 53.8 L2 50,0
May cut down on academic work 9 11.5 13 15,5
Help 1s too late 1 1.3 0 0.0
Program is used as a threat or brive 1 1.3 2 2.4
Reward 1s given for unaccentable
behavior 3 3.8 1 1.2
Discontinuity during summer 1 1.3 1l 1,2
Other 15 19,2 17 20,2
Not ascertained 6 7.7 8 9.5
Total 78 99.9 8l 100,0
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Table 37
Teacher-Coordinator Evaluation of Positive and Negative Aspects of
WECEP (continued)

1970-1971 Sample 1971-1972 Sample

N % N %
Secondaxy Negatlve Aspect

No other or none 67 85,9 59 70,2
May cut down on academic work 1 1.3 0 0,0

Reward is given for unacceptable
behavior 0 0,0 1 1,2
No place for children under 16 1 1.3 0 0.C
Other 3 3.8 16 19,0
Not ascertained : 6 7.7 8 9,5
Total : 78 100,0 8 99,9

Notess Totals do not a2dd up to 100,0 due to rounding,
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they are unclear as to exéctly how the process through which the progrem
achlieves its goals can be ldentified,

Clearly, though, they xreact favorably to the program and feel that it
can and should be expanded. Where the ' seem clearly wrong, however, is
in their Jjudgment of the maximum mumber of hours the student ought to
be allowed to work, Only one model, Model (3), tends to support this
position of the teacher-coordinators,

Finally, though there 1s non-response blas and no significance tests

were oconducted, there do not appear to be any major differences between
the 4wo samples,
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CHAPTER 6

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

A, The Nature of the Study.

This analysis of the 1971-72 year of operation of the WECEP program is
an overall evaluation of the program as it operated in the participating
states, The sample of WECEP units was drawn with probabillty propor-
tional to size, with replacement, Thus, the sample speaks for the
experience of the students in the program as a whole, Similarly, the
employer and teacher-coordinator samples were drawn so that their
experiences reflected the interaction they had with the population of
students 2s a whole,

While this program was intended to have & true experimental design and
a major effort to this end was made by the program originators, self-
selection bias exists in the program. Even the small sample of 65
respondents to the personal questionnaire sample tends to support this
judgment, Even apart from participation in the program, WECEP students
were more likely to work than the non-WECEP students, Additionally,
thelr indices of educational performance prior to program participation
were more positive than those of the non-WECEP sample, '

Next, due to missing data, considerable non-response bias exists in the
data, The presence of a large amount of non-response data in the
personal interview sample made it difficult to check on the nature of
this blas, Likewlse, non-response blas exlsts in the sample of teacher-~
coordinators as well as in the employer sanmple,

B. Results,
With these problems in mind, the study can report the following resultss

1) Educationally, the program loes not appear to have any negative
effects, and, in fact, for selected indices of educational
rerformance, such as grade point average or days absent during
the WECEP year, the program effect is positive, However, in
many cases the program had a zero effect,

2) The models used to estimate the effect of WECEP on the
probabllity of being clted as truant or being suspended were
not generally successful. Thus, we must withhold judgment here
as to program effect.
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3)

4)

5)

6)

?7)

8)

9)

However, in general, the models used to estimate program effects
conformed closely and consistently with our a priori hypothesis
as to the relation between hours of work and educational
performance; nemely, that educational benefits will increase up
to a point as hours worked increase, then reach a maximum, after
which benefits will decline and sometimes become negative,

Females were less likely to experlence positive program effects
on educational performance than were males, This may in part
be due to the relatively small numbers of females, in the
nelghborhood of 100, in the analytical models of Chapter 2.

There is very strong evidence in the study that injuries are not
a problen with the progrem as WECEP is presently constituted,

While the studenis certalnly engaged in work experiance, most of
the career exploration came about through more formal classzroom
interaction., We do not know the exact extent and intensity of
this exposure to different careers, In general, the occupations
held by students were low level and relatively unskilled.

Employers are favorable to the program and would encourage its
expansion, although they were not always clear as to thelr
reasons for recommending such expansion, A reduction in the
rinimum wage is likely to increase the number of students who
can be employed, but change their characteristics, Some of the
higher productivity students may drop out of the program, while
nore lower productivity students will enter. )

Though they can be said to have a vested interest in the program,
teacher-coordinators are also favorable to the program and would
encourags its expansion, The study results suggest, however,
that the meximuvm hours they recommend, on the average, are too
high, Also, in general, the teacher-coordinators as well as the
state directors of the WECEP program were not able 1o shed much
light on the exact process whereby the program achieves ita
goals, If the program 1s to be expanded, a much more careful
understanding of this proceass is first needed; otherwise, one's
basis for predicting the effects of an expanded program beccmes
much weaker,

However, the analysis in general suggests that four hours per
day and 28 hours per week are not optime, The optimum hours per
day and per week are usually somewhat fewer than this, depending
upon the measure of educational effect., This judgment must be
tompered by the fact that the optimum houres differs for diffevent
indices of educatlonal performance. Also, the optimum hours
differ as a function of a person's prior WECEP grade point
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average, The optima are estimated at mean prior WECEP GPA, A
higher prior WECEP GPA implies & higher optimum mmber of hours
and a lower GPA, a lower optimum muwber of hours for any given
educational performance index, Finally, the reader will recall
that Model (3), which estimated the inpact of hours worked per
school week exclusive of Saturday hours worked, did suggest
optima which were closer to the legal maximum hours woxrked per
week,

Although a principal investigator is not usually called upon to make
policy Judgments, and some persons feel strongly that it is not his
appropriate role at all, if we were called upon to argue for or against
the progrem, we would argue for it, We would do so perhaps as much on
the basis of the basic theoretical grounds laid out in Chapters 1 and 2
as on the findings of the body of this report. The concept of the program
1s correct, It may be that its particular structure at present is not,
although we do not have much evidence on this factor, And, indeed, final
Judgment as to the actual expansion of the program and the optimal hours
to work depends on an estimate of marginal and average costs of the

program as well as benefits, And, clearly, this study neglects the cost
side,
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Explicit hoc totum;

Pro Christo da mihi potem,

. o o An obscure Medleval monk
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APPENDIX A

FACSIMILES OF WECEP DATA FORMS
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Wecep-2

4 copies (1st and 2nd copy for LSBj; STATE
3rd copy for State Cooxrdinator; 4th
copy for Teacher-Coordinator), DATE

To be completed by Teacher-Coordinator,

APPLICATION FOR APPROVAL OF OCCUPATIONS NOW PROHIBITED
UNDER CHILD LABOR REGULATION NO, 3

This requests a variation from the provisions of Section 1500,33 and
34 of Title 29 of the Code of Federal Regulations for employment in

the occupation of in order that a student
enrolled in a WECEP experimental unit may bs so employed,

School District

County or Township Employer's Name
Teacher-Coordinntor Employer's Address
Location

Malling Address

Area Code Phone Number

Industry or Business -
(use attached list) Occupation Duties of Student at Work Station

W-938:70
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Wwecep-2a
TO PERSONS INTERESTED IN PROPOSED OCCUPATIONAL CHANGE:
This is to give interested persons an opportunity to be heard

with regaxd to employment in occupations of 1~ and

15-year-olds enguged in the experimental school work-experience and
career exploratlon program, If you do not think students in this age
group should be employed in the above occupation, please indicate by
checking the box provided below and returning this to the Director of
the Bureau of Labor Standards, Railway Labor Bullding, 400 First Street,
N. ¥,, Washington, D, C, 20001, within 5 days, Additional comments

may be written below. No response 1s necessary if you agree that this

occupation should be approved for purposes of the progranm,

I do not think occupations should be

approved for 14- and l5-year-olds participating in the experimental

program, [/

DATE NAME

ADDRESS

W=-9:8:70
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wecep-3 STATE

3 copies (lst copy for LSB through
State Coordinator; 2nd copy for State DATE

Coordinator; 3rd copy for Teacher~ Due June 30, 19?1
Coordinator.) To be completed by
Teacher-Coordinator,
' GRADE REPORT
(for WECEP experimental students)
Name School
Age Sex Soc, Sec, No,
Teacher-Coord.

Disadvantaged ' Industry
Handicapped Occupation

Average Grade for End of School -

Previous Year (if Year Grade 1970-71

Subject avallable) (average)

Job Adjustment and
Work Orientation

(Classroom job-re-
lated instruction)

On-Job Performance

Subjects Required
by School or 3tates

Other (specify):

Tndicate grade based on the numerical range:r 5 A 93-100

4 B 86-92

3 or C 76-85%

2 D 66-75

1 F 65 or below

V=-918470
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wecep~-3 .
3 copies (1st copy for LSB through
State Coordinator; 2nd copy for State  STATE
Coordinator; 3rd copy for Teacher=

Coordinator), To be completed by DATE
homeroon teacher or other designated Due June 30, 1971
personnel, ' , .
GRADE REPORT

(for control students)
Name . ' School
Age Sex Soc, Sec, No,
Disadvantaged Homeroom Teacher

» (or other designated personnel)

Handlicapped

Average Grade for End of School

Previous Year (if Year Grade 1970-71

Subject availeble) (average)

Subjects Required
by School or States

Other (specify):

Indicate grade based on the numerical range:

5 A 93-100
L B 86-92
3 0rC 76=85
2 D 66-75
1 F 65 or below

W-9:8170
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Wecep-i#

3 copies (1st copy for LSB through STATE

State Coordinator; 2nd copy for State

Coordinator; 3rd copy for Teacher- DATE

Coordinator, ) Due June 30, 1971

To be completed by Teacher-Coordinator,

ATTENDANCE REPORT
(for WECEP experimental students)

Name of Student School
Sex _ Age Teacher-Cooxdinator
Social Security No, Industry
Disadvantaged Occupation
Handicapped
* Previous Year End of School Year 1970-71

Days Absent +

Days Tardy

+ Give reason for any prolonged absence (more than 2 days)

W-938:70
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wecep~l

3 coples (1st copy for LSB through STATE
State Coordinator; 2nd copy for State
Coordinator; 3rd copy for Teacher- DATE
Coordinator,) To be completed by Due Jwiae 30, 1971
homeroom teacher or other designated

peraonnel,

ATTENDANCE REPORT
(for control students)

Nanme School _ .

Sex Age Homeroon  -acher

(or othe ‘emignated persomnel)
SOC' Sec e NO.‘

Previous Year End of School Year 1970-71

Days Absent +

Days Tardy

+ Glve reason for any prolonged absence (more than 2 days)

W=938370 Co

124



wecep~5 ‘ STATE

- 3 coples (1st copy for LSB through State
Coordinator; 2nd copy for State Coordi- DATE

nator; 3rd copy for Teacher-Coordinator.) Due June 30, 1971

EMPLOYER'S EVALUATION
(for WECEP experimental students on the job)

Name of Student Schpol
Age | Sex Soc, Sec, No. .
Disadvantaged ' Teacher-Cooxd,
Handicapped | ~ Occupation

. Industry

Name and Address of Company

Name and Title of Authorlzed
‘Representative Making Evaluation Ao T

T Ce—
i

7" Initial Report :
(Should be filled out | End of
approximetely 2 weeks | School
gfter student starts Year

Job) 1970-71
Neatness (personal grooming)

Courtesy

Honesty

Attendance
Punctual

Calls in when absent

Accepts constructive criticism

Cooperates with supervisors &
co~workers
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wecep~5 (continued)

Initial Repoxt
(Should be filled out | End of
approximately 2 weeks | School
after student starts Year

Job) 1970-71

Takes pride in work
" Shows_initiative
Completes assigned tasks
Understands job procedures
Works well without supervision
Able to follow directlons
Accuracy in work
Observes rules
Uses equipment/supplies propsrly]

- Codet 5 Excellent ~ very high quality, high level of performance for
individual student, ,
4 Very Good - high quality, good level of performance for indi-
vidual student.

3 Good - satisfactory quality and level of performance,

2 Fair - low quality, student not performing at his level
of capability,

1 Poor -~ poor quality, student performing far below level

of capability,

W-9:8:70
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wecep-6
3 copies (1lst copy for LSB through State STATE

Coordinator: 2nd copy for State Coordi-~
nator; 3rd copy for Teacher Coordinator,) DATE

To be completed by Teacher-Coordinator, Due June 30, 1971

SCHOOL EVALUATION
(for WECEP experimental students)

Name of Student School

Age Sex Soc, Sec, No,

Disadvantaged ' Teacher Cooxd.¥

Handicapped | Industry
Occupation

Beginning of End of School
School Year Year 1970-71

(approximately 2
weeks aftexr start
of school)

Neatness (personal grooming)

Courtesy )

Student’s morale

Completion of class assigmnments

Cooperates with teacher

Gets along with co-students

Shows initlative in schoolwork

Takes part in cless discussions

Careful use of books, supplies,
and facilities
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wecep~6 (continued)

Codes 5 Excellent

very high quality, high level of achievement
for individual student.

b Very good ~ high quality, good level of achievement for
individual student.

3 Good - satisfactory quality, satisfactory lavel of
achievement for individuel student. '

2 Fair - low quality, student not achieving at his level
of capability.,

1 Poor - poor gquality, student achieving far below level

of capability.

* The Teacher-Coordinator completes this form; however, opinions of
other teachers involved may be obtained,

W=918:70
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wecep-6

3 copies (lst copy for LSB; 2nd copy
for State Cooxdinator; 3rd copy for

Teacher Coordinator,)

To be completed by homeroom teacher

or other designated personnel.*

STATE

)

DATE

Due June 30, 1971

SCHOOL EVALUATION
(for control students)

Name

Age Sex

Disadvantaged

Handicapped

Soc. Sec, No,

School

Homeroom Teachexr*
(or other designated personnel)

Neatness (personal grooming) _

End of School
Year 1970-71

Beginning of
First Semester

(approximately 2
weeks after start
of school)

Courtesy

Student®’s morale

Completion of class assignments

Accepts constructive criticism

Coopsrates with teacher

Gets along with co-students

Shows initiative in schoolwork

Takes part in class discussions

Careful use of bo~s, supplies,
and facilitles
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wecep~6 (continued)

Codes 5 Excellent - very high quality, high level of achievement
for individusl student,
4 Very good - high quality, good level of achievement for
individual student.

3 Good - satisfactory quality, satisfactory level of
achlevement for individual student,

2 Fair - low quality, student not achieving at his level
of capability.

1 Poor - poor quelity, student achieving far Yelow Zevel

of capability.

* The Homeroom Teacher or other designated persomnel completes this
form; however, opinions of other teachers involved may be obtalned,

W~-9:8:70
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wecep-8 .

L copies (1st copy for employer's files; Minnesota
2nd copy for Teacher-Coordinator; 3rd copy

for 1SBy 4th copy for State Coordinator

WECEP AGadiEMENT

STUDENT SOCIAL SECURITY NO,
JOB TITLE: INDUSTRY s
EMPLOYER EMPLOYER'S ADDRESS3

WORKING HOURS (Dally ___to __j Sat, ___ to ___ WAGES PER HOUR

In oxder to carry on WECEP, it is advisable that all partiea concerned
agree to the following responsibilities.

EMPLOYER'S RESPONSIBILITIES

The student will be placed on the above named job for the purpose of
providing work experience and carser exploration and will be given work
of instructlonal value.

The student‘'s work activity will be under the close supervision of an
experienced and qualified person, The work will be performed under safe
and hazard free conditions, '

The student, when possible, will receive the same consideratlon given
employees in regard to safety, health social security, geuneral work
conditions, and other regulations of the Ifimm,

COORDINATOR'S RESPONSIBILITIES

The Coordinator will visit each student at least once per month at the
work station and will become acqualinted with the person to whom the
student 1s responsible while on the Job.

The Coordinator shall endeavor to adjust all compleints with the
cooperation of all parties concerned, and shall have the authority to
transfer or withdraw a student,

The Coordinator will make plans to meet with each student’s parent or
guardian several times during the school year.
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PARENT'S OR GUARDIAN'S RESPONSIBILITIES

Parents (or guardians) agree to let the student participate in the
Work Experience and Career Exploration Progranm,

STUDENT'S RESPONSIBILITIES

I agree whenever possible to follow the rules set up by the school,
employer, and coordinator,

When I am absent I will call the school office bj 10 a.m, I wlll also
call my employer to let him know I will be absent,

I understand that on days when I miss school, I will not be able to
work,

I will only carry one part-time job - my WECEP job,

Student Enmployer
Parent (or Guardian) Teacher~Coordinator
w-8/26/70
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wecep-9

3 copies (1st copy for 1SB through STATE

State Coordinator; 2nd copy for

employer; 3rd copy for Teacher- DATE

Coordinator, due when injury occurs

To be completed by employer,

WORK INJURY REPORT
(Report all injuries requiring attention by medical personnel
or resulting ir absence of 2 or more days)

Name of Student School

Age Sex ___ _ Soc. Sec, No.

bisadvantaged Teacher Coord.
Handicapped " Industry
Employer Occupation

Name and Address

Name and Title of Person Making Report

INFORMATION*

1. Activity when injured
'2. Kind of injury

3. Body part

#. Source of injury

5. Cause of accident

6, Number of days atsent from work and/or school

7. Please indicate 1f clalm for Workmen's Gompensation has been filed,

8. Supervisor give brief description of what happened at time of injury
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wecep=-9 (continped)

* Definitionss

1, Activity when injured identifles what the injured was doing
at the time of injury, ,
2, Kind of injury or occupational disease, i.e,, cuts, lacerations,
amputations, punctures, dermatitis, lead poisoning, etc,
3. Body part or the part of the injured person's body directly
affected, i.,e,, hand, back, arm, etc,
4, Source of injury identifies the object, substance, exposure, or
bodily motion which directly produced or inflicted the injury,
i.e., working surfaces, hand tools, etc.
5. Cause of accident identifies the event which directly resulted
in the injury, i.e., struck by moving objects, falls, over-
- exertion, etc, '
6. Number of days absent - If avallable show actual time lost in
days., If no time lost, "N",
W-9:8170
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AFPENDIX B

WECEP PERSONAL INTSRVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE

&
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Identification #

Date of Interview

A. WECEP (OWA) Experience

1) How many grades of school have you completed so far? ____g:ades.

2) Have you ever applied for participation in the Work Experience
and Career Exploratlon am (in Ohio, the Occupational Work
Adjustment Program)? Yes { ) Go to Q, 3 No ( Go to Q. 24,

3) (If YBS to Q. 2). Were you accepted into the program?
Yes ( ) GotoQ. 4 No () Go toQ, 24,

%) (If YES to Q. 3). When did you begin in WECEP (OWA)?
Month ___ Year

5. (If YES to Q, 3), Are you still enrolled in the WECEP (OWA)
program? Yes ( ) GotoQ, 8 No{( ) Go toQ. 6.

6) (If NO to Q, 5), When did you leave the WECEP (OWA) program?
Month Year

7) (If NO to Q, 5)., Why did you leave the WECEP (OWA) program?
Work interfered with school

Lost interest in working

Wages were oo low

Hours were too long

Didn't 1ike the kind of work I was doing

Couldn’t get along with employer or other workers

Other: please explain

RHO AO TP
A

(Interviewer: Allow the respondent to give multiple answers to
this question, If he gives "Other" as a reason, please probe
and get hls clearest response, Don't accept such answers as

"I just didn’t like it.” Find out yhy.)

8) Did you ever hold a job for one month or mors vefore entering
the WECEP (OWA) progrem? Yes ( ) GotoQ., 9. No ( ) Go to
Q, 12,

9) (If YES to Q, 8). How many separate jobs lasting one month or
longer did you hold before WECEP (OHAg — . # of jobs,
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10) (If YES to Q. 8). What did you do on the-last job you held
just before you enroilsd in WECEP (OWA)?

11) (If YES to Q. 8). When did you hold this jou? Start
End montiuy yoar
month/year

12) Have you held a job for one month or longer since leaving
WECEP (OWA)? Yes () Goto Q. 13. No ( ) Go to Q, 16,

13) (If YES to Q. 12). How many 2obs lasting one month or more did
you hold since leaving WECEP (OWA)? # of jobs,

- 1) (If YiS to Q. 12). What kind of work did you do on the last
job you held since leaving WECEP (OWA)?

15) (If YES to Q. 12), When did you hold this job? Start ¢
End ' month7ye&r
month/-ear

B. Evaluation of WECEP (OWA)

Since you are (were) a member of the WECEP (OWA) progrem, we would

like to get your impressions of how the program may have helped you
in school and at work. How would you rank the WECEP (OWA) program

on the following points?

VERY NOT AT
HIGH HIGH AVERAGE LOW ALL

16) Help in im ing
jour schoot grades () () () ) ()

17) Help in finding
aut about different

kinds of jobs () () () () ()

18) Help in getting a
better job than I
otherwise could get () () () () ()

19) Help in staying in '
-school _ () () () {) ()

20) Help in making new
friends and ac~-
quaintances at school

and work () () () ) ()
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. VERY NOT AT
HIGH HIGH AVERAGE LOYW ALL

21) Help in ﬁaking

school more

interesting () () () () ()
22) Help in learniiig

how to work and ' o

hold a job () )y O () Q)
23) Help in learning ‘ o :

I new job skills () () () () Q)

C. Work Experience During School

24)_ Have you ever held a job for one month or longer while you were
attending school or during vacation: Yes ( ; Go to Q. 25.
Noe ( ) Go to Q. 60. : :

MOST RECENT

JOB REFORE
JOB '

THAT

JOB BEFORE
- THAT

What kind of work e
were you doing?

25)

26) What kind of business

or industry was this?

- 31)

Yhat month and year did
you start this Jjob?

What month did you -
leave this job?

Was this job part of
the WECEP (OWA)

program?

How many hours per day
did you work on this
Jjob?

How many hours per
week did you work on
this job?

start:

mo/yr

leaves

mo/yr

No

PanV.an S
N Sr®

—_hrs/day
___nrsfwk
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32)

33)

34)

What was your final

hourly wage rate
before deductions?

Please indicate the

weekly amount of any
tips, commissions, etc,

which you received,

Di¢ the job regqulre

any type of speclal

training?

35) .D3d your school pro-
vidé a course of study
to learn these skills?

36)

37)

38)

39)

4o)

(If YES to Q. 35).
What kind of training

was it? Please explain,

(If NO to Q. 35).
did you get the train-

ing?

(If YES to Q. 39).

trained you?

Your

How

Please explain,

Who

employer, the teacher-
coordinator, or someone

else?

(If YES to Q. 35).
How many days of
training did you get?

Do you think you
learned useful skills

on the job?

Please specify,

JOB BEFORE

MOST RECENT JOB BEFORE
JOB THAT THAT
Hourly Wage Hourly Wage Hourly Wage
Rate Rate Bate

$/nr $/br $/hr
Weekly Tips Weekly Tips Weekly Tips

$/wk $/wk ____ $/wk
Yes Yes Yes ( )
S B =R DI B
Yes ( ) Go Yes ( ) Go Yes ( ) Go
to Q. 36, to Q. 36, to Q. 36,
No () Go No ()Go No.()Go
to Q. 37. to Q. 37, to Q. 37.
Employer( ) Employer( ) Employer( )
Teacher-co~  Teacher~-co- Teacher-co=~
ordinator( ) ordinator( ) ordinator( )
Other” () Other () Other ()

_ L

days < days days
Yes ( ) Go /;;é ()Go Yes () Go
to Q, 41, to Q. 41, to Q, 41
No ( )Go YNo ()Ge No () Go
to Q, 42, to Q. 42. to Q, 42,

I
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41)

42)

h3)

ad)

45)

(If YES to Q. 40),
Were these job skills,
work habits, leaxrning
to get along with
people, or what?
Please specify,

Did youxr school

‘counselor or teacher- -
.coordinator glive you

speclal counseling
to prepare you for
this job?

(If YES to Q. 42).
Please estimate how
many hours of coun-
seling per week you
recelved for this job,

How many weeks did
you receive coune
seling for his job?

Did youxr school coun~
selor or teacher-
coordinator visit with
you or your employer
while you were on the

. Job?

46) (If YES to Q. 45).

How often did he (she)
visit?

Please specify.

MOST RECENT
JOB

JOB BEFORE
THAT

JOB BEFORE
THAT

Job skills( )

Job skills( ) Job skills( )

Work Work Work
habits ( ) habits ( ) habits ( )
Getting Gettin% Gett
along ( ) along ( )  along ()
Other ( ) Other ( ) Other ( )
'ers‘( )Go Yes () Go Yes ( ) Go
to Q. 43. to Q. 43, to Q. 43,
No () Go No ()Go No () Go
to Q. u’5o to Q. LP5. to Q. 45'
total total total
hrs/wk hrs/wk hrs/uk
wks wks wks ™’
Yes ( ) Go Yes ( ) Go Yes () Go
to Q, 46, to Q. 46. to Q. 46,
No () Go No ()Go No () Go
te Q. 48, to Q. 48, to Q. 48,
daily ( datly ( deily (
weekly weekly weekly
nonthly monthly nonthly
othex other other
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MOST RECENT

JOB BEFORE JOB BEFORE
JOB THAT THAT
47) (If YES to Q, 45).
Why did he (she) visit
you or your employer
while you were on the
job? Pleage explain,

48) Did you have to get & Yes ( ) Go Yes ( ) Go Yes ( ) Go
work permit to work to Q. 49. to Q. 49, to Q. 49,
on this job? No ()Go No ()Go No () Go

’ to Q. 50, to Q. 50, to Q. 50,
49) Why did you have to Age () age () 4age ()
get a work pemmit? Hours Hours Hours
Worked ( ) Worked ( ) Worked ( )
Type of Type of Type of
Job (g Job (g Job Eg
Other ( Other ¢ Other
Please specify,

50) Were you ever injured Yes ( ) Go Yes ( ) Go Yes ( ) Go
one ox more times "to Q. 51, to Q, 51, to Q, 51
while working on this No () Go No ( )Go Ns () Go
Job? to Q. 56. to Q, 56, - to Q. 56.

51) (If YES to Q. 50). How
many times were you
injured on this job? # # #

52) (If YES to Q. 50). Did
you lose two or more
days of work or school Yes ( ) Yes ( ) Yos ( 3
at any one time due to No () No () No (
this injury or injuries?

53) (If YES to Q, 50), What
were the total days of
school lost due to this
injury or injuries? total days total days total days

54) (If YES to Q, 50). What
were the total days of
work lost due to this
Injury or injuries? total days total days total days
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55)

56)

57)

58)

59)

In what way were you
injured? (Most severe
injury). Explain,

If you are no longer
working, did you quit
this job or were you
fired or laid off?

Regardless of whether
you quit, were fired

or laid off, could you
tell us the reason why?

Would you work for

thls employer agaln
if you had the chance?

(If NO to Q, 58),
Why not?

Please specify.

School. Experience

~

MOST RECENT JOB BEFORE JOB BEFORE

JOB THAT THAT
Still Sti11 Still
working ( ; working ( g working
Quit ( Quit ( Quit
FPired ( g Fired ( ) Fired
Laid off( Laid off( ) Laid off(

Yes () Go Yes ( ) Go Yes ( ) Go
to Q, 60, to Q, 60, to Q, 60,
No () Go No ( )Go No () Go
to Q. 59, to Q. 59, to Q. 59.

Pay too Pay too Pay too

low () 1ow () 1low ()
Working con- Working con- Working con-
ditions( ) ditions( ) ditions( )
Type of Type of . Type of

work 2 g work i work 2
Other ‘ Other Other

60) Has there ever been a year in school when you were not promoted .
to the next higher grade? Yes ( ) Go to Q, 61,

61)
€2)

63)

No () Go ta @, 62,

(If YES to Q. 60). What grade was that? grade,

Have you ever been suspended from school? Yes ( ) Go to Q, 63.

No ( Go to Q, 68,

(If YES to Q, 62). Have you ever been suspended more than once?

Yes ( ) Go to . 63v

No ( ) Go to Q. 65.
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64) (If YES to Q. 63). How many times were you suspended?
# of suspensions

(Interviewer: If more than two suspensions, use an extra page
to record, )
MOST RECENT SUSPENSION
SUSPENSION BEFORE THAT

65) (If YES to Q. 62).
When were you suspended? : mo/year mo/year

66) (If YES to Q. 62).
Why were you suspended?
Please explain,

-67) (If YES to Q. 62),
When did your suspension end? mo/year mo/year

68) How many days were you absent during the 1971~72 school year,
that is, last year? days absent 1971-72,

E, The following questions concern incldents where you may have been -
arrested or otherwise sentenced by a juvenile court. Let us please
assure you that your answers to these questions will be kept in the
strictest confidence., In addition, your answers to these questions
are strictly voluntary and you do not have to reply if you feel you
don't want to. Refused to reply ( ).

69)' Have you every been arrested? Yes 2 ; Go to Q. 70,
e o No Go to Q. 75.

70) (If YES to Q. 69). How many times have you been arrested?
# of arrests Could you please tell us about the
most recent times when you were arrested?

MOST RECENT INOIDENT
INCIDERT BEFORE THAT

71) When were you arrested?

mo/yeax mo/year
72) What were you arrested for?
73) Was your case brought before a
judge, juvenile court or other Yes E g Yes 2
type of court? No No
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MOST RECENT INCIDENT

¥ INCIDENT  BEFORE THAT

74) Mhat was the decision of the

Juvenile authorities?

Classification Data

75)

76)
77)
78)
?79)
80)
e1)

When were your born?

mo/year
Sex:s Male ( ) Female ( )

Ethnic origins White ( ) Black ( ) Other ethnic group ( )
. Please specify =

What kind of work does your father do?

How many years of school did your father complete? years

What kind of work does your mother do?

How many yeaxs of school did your mother complete? years

Thanks very much for your time and help, Agaln, let me reassure
you that all your answers to these questions will be held in the
strictest confidence.



APPENDIX C

TEACHER-GCOORDINATOR QUESTIONNAIRE
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I. Background Data

1, Age:
2. Sex: H&lg () Female ()

3., Marital Status: Married ( ) Single ( ) Other

4, Ethnic Origin: White ( ) Black ( ) Other

(please specify)
ITI, Education '

5., Where did you attend college or university?

Years
School : Attended ) Degree and Ma jor

&

6., Did your training in college include courses in the following

. areas:
No, of

Yes Credits No
Academic guidance and counseling () () ()
Vocational guidance and counseling () () ()
Psychology 0 () ()
Vocational technical courses such as
teaching of machine shop, etc. () () ()
Secondary school administratior. () () ()
Other; Please specify ' () () ()

ITI, Work Experience

years

7. How many yes™s have you been a teacher?
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Some ressarchers feel that work experlence a teacher galns outside the
school is an Invaluable aid to WECEP personnel; therefore, we would like
to ask a few questions about your non-school work experience,

8, Have you ever held a full-time job outside the field of education
for a year or longer within the past five years? Yes ( )
(Please go to Q. 9.) No ( ) (Please go to Q. 28.)

9, Number of such Jjobs

Most )
Recent Job Next Job Next Job

10, For whom did you work?
(Name of company, business,
organization

11, V¥hat kind of business or
industry was this?

12, What kind of work were
you doing? (For example,
electrical engineer, baker
typist, tool and die makers

13, Were you self-employed? Yes 2 g Yes ( ; Yes é ;
No No ( No

14, What was your job title?

15, W¥hen did you start this
job? month/year month/year month/year

16, When did you leave this .
job? month/year month/year month/year

17, Summer or part-time jobs also provide useful zxperience., Could
. Yyou please 1list the title and duration of all such non~teaching
summer Jobs you may have had in the past five years?

18, Number of such Jjobs

Most
Recent Job Next Job Next Job

19, For whom did you work?
(Name of company, business,
organization)
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20,

21,

22,

23,
2,

25,

26,

27,

Most
Recent Job Next Job Next Job

what kind of business
or industry was this?

What kind of work were

you doing? (For example,
electrical engineer, baker
typist, tool and die makers

Were you self-employed? Yes Yes Yes
No No No

What was your job title?

When did you start this
Job? month/year month/year month/year

When did you leave this
Job? month/year month/year month/year

Were any of your non~education Jobe listed above especlally
helpful as background for your teacher-coordinator role?
Yes ( ) (Please go to Q, 27.) No ( ) (Please go to Q. 28,)

(If YES to Q. 26.) Which Job(s)? In what way was it (were they)
helpful?

Job How Helped

IV, Teacher-Coordinator's Role in WEGEP

28,

29,

The Work Experlence and Career Exploration Program is structured
in accordance with several rules and regulations, However, it
may be that revisions in program are desirable, Based on your
experience as a teacher-coordinator, how do you feel about the
following possible modifications?

The meximum number of hours per week a WECEP student may work is
28, Based on your experience, what would be your preference as to
the maximum number of hours a WECEP participant should work?
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3.

32,

33.

35.

36.

What would e the most desizabvle number of hours a student in
WECEP should work per week?

Maximunm number of jobs that may be held by a WECEP member during
an academic year,

School rule (if any)

Your pmeference

In your unit, what aspects are there, if any, which are possible
sources of physical danger to the health and welfare of WECEP
students?

In oxder to quit a ;bb. AUSE-® WECEP student first obtain your
permission? Yes ( No ( )

How long do WECEP students usually remain with the same employex?

b, Full school year

g g a, One semester
¢, Other, -Please specify

What are the principal reasons why students change elployers’

‘Please rank in order of import&nce from 1 to 6, One is most

1mporxant.

a. To get more varied experience,

b, Inability to adjust to a particular kind of work,
¢, Iisufficlent hours of worl, "

d, Inability to adjust to a specific employer,

6, Wages are too low, .
£, Other., Please specify

What are the main student difficulties with employment? 'Please
rank in order of importance from 1 to 6, One is most importeant,

E a, Failure to understand or follow instructions,
b, Failure to report on time,
E c. lack of expected skills
d, Insubordination towaxrds the employer or immediate
supervisor,
( ; e. Personality difficulites with enployer or co-workers,
( f, Other, Please specify :

]
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37.

38.

39.

k,

k2,

L3,

How do you usually resolve student employment problems? Please
rank those methods used in order of frequency of use, Do not rank
an item if it has never been used, One means most frequent use,.

( a, Shift to a different employer, same job.
b, Shift to a different job, same employer.
¢, Shift to different job, different employer,
d. Provide intansive counseling with student,
- e, Medilate differences between student and employer oxr
other co-workers,
() £. Other. Please specify v

How many hours of vocational guldance counseling are provided
each WECEP student per semester on the averege? hours

How many hours of personal and educational gui&b,nce counseling
are prrovided each WECEP student per semester on the average?
hours

On the average, how many hours of counseling per semester do you
provide for each WECEP participant in your unit?
hours pexr semester

How would you judge the vocational guidance counseling provided
for WECEP members in your program in terms of time made avallable
by counselors for each student and in terms of quality of
counseling?

Less than Adeguate Adequate More than Needed

e 88

2) Quality .

How would you judge the personal and educational guildance lcounsel-
ing provided for WECEP members in your program in terns of time

"made avallabls by counselors for each student and in terms of

quality of counseling?
Less than Adequate Adeguate More than Needed

Bame 3

Do you think any changes are needed in the amount of time. spent
on counseling? Yes ( ) (Please go-to Q. 46.)

" No () (Please go to Q. 45.) | .
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v,

44, (If YES to Q. 43.) Could you please specify those changes you
think are needed?

L5, Do you think any changes are needed in the type of counseling for
WECEP atudents? Yes ( ) (Please go to Q. 46.)
No () (Please go to Q. 47.)

46, (If YES to Q. 45.) Could you please specify those changes you
think are needed?

L7, Are separate counseling services provided the disadvantaged,
handicapped, and drop-out prone? Yes ( ) (Please go to Q. 48.)
No ( ) (Please go to Q. 49,)

48, (If YES to Q. 47.) Please indicate the nature of the separate
sexrvices, .

49, On the average, ho« much time do you spend per student on the
phone with employeis each semester? hours/semester.

50, On the average, how much time do you spend per student on field
visits to employers each semester? hours/éemester.

51, Do you think the results of the program would be better if you
could spend more time on fleld visits? Yes ( ) (Please go to
Q. 52.) No ( ) (Please go to Q, 53.)

52, (If YES to Q. 51,) Please indicate what you consider desirable
resulls due to more frequent field visits,

Implementation of the Program

53. How do you find jobs for WECEP students? Please check as many
as apply.

Contacts with Chamber of Commerce or other business groups
Personal calls on employers
Contacts with trade unions
Search newspaper ads for jobs
Contact other counselors

() Use of publicity to bring forth offers to the school or hire
WECEP students

( ) Other, Prlease specify
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55.
56.
57.

58,

59.

60,

61,

62,

Hava you been able to locate sufficient numbers of jobs for all
your WECEP students? Yes { ) (Please go to Q. 55.) '
No ( ) (Please go to Q. 56.)

(If YES to Q. 54.) 1If the progmsﬁ wefe tripled in size in your
school, do you thin.c you could locate suffizlent jobs for these
students?  Yes (Y No () (Pmase go to Q. 56.) -

(If NO to Q. 5%.) Yhy haven't you been able to locate sufficient
jobs? Please specify,

Do you think the WECEP prograr should te sxpanded on a local
basia? Yes ( ) (Flease go to Q. 5 ?a) (Pleass go to Q. 59.)

(If YES to Q. 57.) What do you consider to be & useful expansion
of the program in your local area?

(If NO to Q. 57.) Why don‘t you feel the WECEP progrum should be
expanded in your local area?

Please indicate the special techniques used,-if any, to expcse
the WECEP students to career opportunities,

In your best judgment, how does the WECEP program achlsve its

goals? That is, how does it work to bring about the deslred.

program objectives?

In what positive ways does the WECEP program affect the welfare

and educational performance of the student? Nowe ( ) or

8, . -

b,

C.
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63. In what negative ways does the WECEP program affect the welfare
and educational performance of the student? None ( ) or

a,

b,

C.

d, . -

Y

TEACHER-COORDINATORS IN OHIC SHOULD NOT ANSWER QUESTIONS &4 THROUGH 6?.

VI, Selsction ef Control Group
64, How vere members of the control group chosen, that is, in what
specific way were the members of it selected? Please describe

- the method used, : : )

65. What person or group of persons.made, the decision as to who should
join WECEP and who should be considered & control group meaber? -

<]

. a, WECEP participation Person -

_ _ - Official Title
‘b, COntrollgroup Person

Official Title

66, Were all the possible nembers of the control group ard sxperi-
: mental group selected before "the experiméﬁtal?group was
designated? Yes () 1o (. )

. 67. (If YES to Q, 66.) Was the designation of control and experi-
: mental membership ¥one randomly (.) or- by judgment ( ) ?

Thank you very much for your time and cons;dération. Your answers to ¥
these questions w!ll be kept sirictly confidential, - o Ry

¢
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APPENDIX D

EMPLOYER QUESTIONNAIRE




A, Classification Dats

1, Official title of respondent completing the questionnaire, i.e.,
owner, foreman, personnel manager

2, What does your establishment make or do?

3, Is the main market for your establishment’s products ( )} local,
(1,e., entirely within your state); ( ) regional (i.e,, Midwest
only, South onlyg ( ) national; or ( ) international (includes
Canada or Mexico)?

4, On the average, what was the total number of production (blue
collar) employees in your establishment during 19707?

5, On the average, what was the total number of salaried (white
collar) employees in your establishment during 19707

6, On the average, how many of your employees were between the ages
of 16 through 17 during 19707 '

7. 0On the average, how many of your employees were between the ages
of 18 through 21 duxing 15707

B, Experience with the Work Experience and Career Exploration Program
(In Ohio, the program is called the Occupational Work Adjustment

Program=--0WA)

8, When did your establishment first begin participating in the
‘ Work Experience and Career Exploration Program (Owa)?

month/year

9, What was your main reason for participating in the program?
. Please explain,

10. Is your establishment still participating in the WECEP (OWA)

progra?° ( ) Yes (Please go to Q, 18,) ( ) No (Please go to
Q. 11

11, (If NO to Q. 10.) When did your establishment stop participating?

month/year

158 .




12,

13,

14,

15,

16,

17,

18,

19,

(If NO to Q, 10,) Why did your establishment stop participating?
Please explain brilefly,

(If NO to Q, 10,) Does your establishment anticipate a Trenewal
of its participation in the program? ( ) Yes (Please go to
Q. 14,) ( ) No (Please go to Q. 15.)

(If YES to Q. 13.) Why? Please explain your reasons briefly.

(If NO to Q. 13.) Why.not? Please explain your reasons brieflj.'

At the time your establishment stopped participatin in the
program, how many WECEP (OWA) participants were employed by
you?

What is (was) the total number of WECEP (OWA) participants who
have worked for your establishment since you began participating

in the program?

How many WECEP (OWA) participants are employed by you at the
present?

What types of jobs or occupations have the WECEP (OWA) partici~
pants performed while employed by your establishment?

Is the Job still
being done by a
Total Number WECEP (OWA) par-

WECEPs (OWAs) tlcipent? Wage
Job Performed  Employed in Please checks Rate/
(Job Title) That Job YES NO Hour

a, () ()
b, OO0
e, () () —_—
a. _ | () 0
e, () () —
£, () ()
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20, Are (were) these generally the same types of jobs which regular
(non-WECEP or non-OWA) employees would perfomm?
() Yes () No

21, Are (were) there any types of jobs in your establishment which
you feel WECEP (OWA) particlpants could perform but which, for
legal or other reascns, they are prohibited firom doing?

() Yes (Please go to Q. 22,) ( ) No (Please go to Q. 25.)

22, (If YES to Q. 21.) What jobs are these? Please list the most
important ones.

a, - e.
b. f.
Ce | &
d. ' h,

23, Are the WECEP (OWA) participants given any special cousiderations,
such as lighter work loads, vis-a-vis your regular employees?
() Yes (Please go to Q. zﬁ.) () No (Please go to Q. 25.)

24, (If YES to Q. 23.) Please explain,

25, Do trade union rules limit the degree to which WECEP (OWA)
participants have access to different jobs in your establishment?
()Yes () No () Does not apply, No uniom,

26, How do (did) you select your WECEP (OWA) employees?

() Accept any student recommended by the local school without
restriction,

( ) Specify-prerequisites such as*ége, sex, physical size or
strength, personality characteristics, etc, Please specify
each type of regquirement,

a, : . d.
b' | e,
c.

-
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27.
28,
29,

30,

3L
32.

33.

a.
b,

c.

Does (did) the WECEP (OWA) student recelve any additional
formal training from your establishment while he is (was) on
the Job? ( ) Yes ( ) No (Please go to Q. 29.)

(If YES to Q. 27.) Please specify the type of training received,

What direct out-of -pocket training costs does (did) your
establishment incur for emch WECEP (OWA) student it hires

. (hired)? $ /WECEP student or { ) None

Even though your establishment incurs no direct out-of-pocket
training the typical WECEP (OWA) student, it may experience
other costs, such as supervisory time devoted to orienting
newly-hired students, Could you estimate the total dollar value
per student of these types of costs? §$ /student or ( ) None,

For the same Job or occupation, aré (were) the WECEP (ouz)
participants paid the same ( ); less ( ); or more ( ) than your
regular emﬂ‘ayees once they completed learning the job?

Have any of the WECEP (OWA) participants ever been injured on
the job so that they lost a day or more of work or school?
( ) Yes (Please go to Q, 33.) ( ) No (Please go to Q. 3%4.)

Please describe the circumstances for each injury incident
involving the loss of work or school attendance ‘of‘a WECEP (OWA)
participant, ) ~

Did a

Wan an permanent

' insurance disability
~Type of Amount of Time claim filed? Amount of result?

Injury  Lost (Days) Yes No  Clain Yes No

' (Ol 0O
¢y O ——— ) )

( _ ¢y Oy " O ()
- _ OO () )

Have you ever had to suspend, fine or fire a WECEP (OWA) partici-
pant for any reason? ( ) Yes (Please go to Q. 35.)
( ) No (Please go to Q. 36,) : _
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35, For each incident, piease describe the circumstances which
resulted in your having to take disciplinary action,

Infraction (i.e., insuboradination,

willful damage of goods, theft,
absenteelsm)t Type of Action Takens

a, ' .
b. ) . A N J

C.

d.

- 36, Could you please rate the WECEP (OWA) participant relative to
your regular employees on the following characteristics? With
respect to the following characteristics, are WECEP (OWA) parti-
cipants more, the same, or lsss , , , relative to your rogular
employees? ’

. more the same less

8., Neatness

b. Courtesy

c., Honesty

d. Attendance

e, Punctuality

f. Calls in when absent

g. Accepts constructive criticlsm
-h, Cooperates with supervisor and

- co-workers

i, Takes pride in work

j. Completes assigned tasks

k., Understands job procedures

1, Works well without supervision

m. Able to followdirections

n, Accuracy in work

o, Observes rules

p. Uses equipment/suppiies properly _
37. Would yecu be willing to hire more WECEP (OWA) participants if

the legal minimun wage were lower? ( ) Yes (Please go to Q, 39.)
( ) No (Please go to Q, 38.) - '

38, (If NO to Q. 37.) Please explain,
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39, (If YES to Q. 37.) On the average, relative to what you must
pay the WECEP (OWA) participant now, what would be a more
appropriate wage rate per hour? § /houxr

C. Possible Experience with Cooperative Vocational Education

- B0, Has your establishment ever participated in a cooperative
vocational education program in conjunction with the public
) school system in your area? ( ) Yes (Plzase go to Q. 41,)
\ ( ) No (Please go to Q. 45,)

¥, (If YES to Q. 40,) 1Is your firm now participating ina
cooperative vocational education program? ( ) Yes (Prease go
to Q, 4#2,) ( ) No (Please go to Q. 45,)

42, (If YES to Q. 41.) How many cooperative vocational students
‘do you now employ in your establishment? Al

)

43, Would the continuation or expansion of the WECEP (OWA) program
affect the employment of the cooperative vocational education
students in your establishment? ( ) Yes (Plemse go to Q. 44,)
( ) No (Please go to Q, 45.) ' : .

44, (If YES to Q. 43.) In what way? Please explain.

D, Suggestlions for Change

45, Independent of the needs of your establishment, do you think the
WECEP (OWA) program should be expanded, kept the same, or
reduced in size?

b, Kept the same, Please go to Q, 48,

a, § ; Expanded, Please go to Q. 46,
C. Reduced, Please go to Q, 47,

b6, (If EXPANDED to Q. 45,) Please explain why,

47, (If REDUCED to Q. 45.) Please explain why,

y
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48, If you were in charge of running the WECEP (OWA) program, what
would be the single most important change you would like to
make in it? ©Please explain,

.

49, What change or changes in the WECEP (OWA) program would have
the best affect on the -operatlion of your own establishment?
Please explain, .

Thank you very much for your time and kind consideration,

We wish fo reaffim that your answers to the questions will be kept in
strictest confidence, . .
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CHILD LABOR REGULATIONS | TITLE 29
| : _ PART 1500

| SUBPART C

OF THE CODE OF FEDERAL REGULATIONS

EMPLOYMENT OF MINORS BETWEEN 14 AND 16 YEAR OF AGE
(CHILD LABOR REGULATION 3)

(This publication conformslio the Code of Federal Regulations as of
November 18, 1969, -the date this reprint was authorized.)

.UJ’S, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR '
Wage and Hour and Public Contracts Divisions
Washington, D. C, 20210

AUTHORITY: Sections 1500.31 to 1500 38 issued under sec, 3, 52 Stat,
" 1060;-as amended: 29 U.S.C, 203,

SOURCEs ~ Sections 1500.1 to 1500,38 appear at 16 F.R. 7008, July 20,
1951, 32 F.R. 15478, Nov., 7, 1967, except as otherwise noted
Sections 1500.50 to 1500,68 appear at 16 F.,R. 7008, July 20,
1951, except as otherwise noted, Part renumbered, as
indicated, 28 F.R. 1634, February 21, 1963,

Section 1500,31 Determination. The employment of minors between 14 and
16 years of age in the occupations, for the periods, and under the
conditions hereafior specified does not intexfere with their schooling
or with their health and “ell-heing and shall not be deemed to be
oppressive child labor.

Section 1500, 32 Effect of-this subpart. -In all occupations covered
this subpart the employment (including suffering or pexmitting to work)
by an employer of minor employees between 14 and 16 years of age for the
periods and under the conditions specified in sec, 1500,35 shall not be
deemed to be oppressive child labor within the meaning of the Falr Labor
Standards Act of 1938,

¥

~ Section 1500,33 Occupations, This.subpart shall apply to all occupations
OTHER THAN the followings : . .

(a) Mamufacturing, mining, or processing occupations, including
occupatlions requiring the performance of any duties in work
rooms or work places where goods ars manufactured, mined, or
othexrwise processed;
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(b) Occupations which involve the operation or tending of hoisting
apparatus or of any power-driven machinery other than office
machines;

(c) The operation of motor vehicles or service as helpers on such
- vehicles: T _ -

(a) Public messenéér service;

(e} Occupations which the Secretary of Labor may, pursuant to
section 3(e) of the Fair Lator Standards Act and Reorgaunization
Plan No. 2, issued pursuant to the Reorganization Act of 1945,

. find and declare to be hazardous for the employment of minors
between 16 and 18 years of age or detrimental to their health
or well-being; '

(f) Occupations in connection withs

(1) Transportation of persons or property by rail, highway,
air, water, pipeline, or other means;

(2) Warehousing and storage;
(3) Communications and public utilitiess

(4) Construction (including demolition and repair) except such
office (including ticket office) work or sales work, in
connection with subparagiaphs (1), (2), (3), and (45
this paragraph, as does not involve the performance of any
duties on trains, motor vehiclas, aircrafi, vessels, or
other media of transportation or at the actual site of.
construction operations,

Section 1500,34% Occupations in retail, food service, and;gasoline
service establishments,

(a) This subpart shall apply to the following permitted occupations
fo.- minors between tiie azes of 14 and 16 employed by retail,
food service -and gasoline service establishments.

(1) oOffice and clerical work, 1ncludigg the operation of -
- office machines;

(2) Ca.shiering, selling, modeling, art work, work in advertising
' departments, Hi “ou trimming, and comparntive shopping;

(3) Price marking and tagging by hand or by machine, assembling
orders, packing and - shelving; ' Ny
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(4) Bagging and carrying out customers' orders;

(5) Errand and delivery work by foot, bicycle, and public
transportation;

(6) Clean up work, including the use of vacuum cleaners and
floor waxers, and malntenance of grounds, but not
including the use of power~-driven mowers or cutters;

(7) Kitchen work and other work involved in preparing and
serving food and beverages, including the operation of
wrewen - ---machines and devices used in the performance of such work,
such as, but not limited to, dish-washers, toasters, dumb=-
walters, popcorn poppers, milk shake blenders, and coffee
‘grinders;

(8) Work in connection with cars and trucks if confined to
the following:s Dispensing gasoline and oil; courtesy
service; car cleaning, washing and polishing; and other
occupations permitted by this section, but not including
work lnvolving the use of pits, racks, or lifting
apparatus, or involving the inflation of any tire mounted
on a rim equlipped with a removable retaining ring.

(9) Cleaning vegetables and fruits, and wrapping, sealing,
labeling, weighing, pricing and stocking goods when
performed in areas physically separate from those where
the work described in parxagraph (b) (7) of this section
is performed. :

(b) Paragraph (a) of this section shall not be construed to permit
the application of this subpart to any of the following occupa-
tions in retall, food service, and gasoline service establishments;

(1) A1l occupations listed in Section 1500,33 except occupations
involving processing, operation of machines and work in
rocoms where processing and manufacturing take place which
are permitted by paragraph (a) of this section;

(2) Work performed in or about boiler or engine rooms;

(3) Work in comnection with maintensnce or repair of the
establishment, machines or ecuipment;

(4#) oOutside window washing that involves working from window

sllls, and all work requiring the use of ladders, scaffolds,
or their substitutes;

e
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(27 F.R, 4165

L

(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)

)

Cooking (except at soda feuntains, lunch counters, snack
bars, or cafeteria serving counters) and baking;

Oc:upations which involve operating, setting up, adjusting,
cleaning, oiling, or repairing power-driven food slicexs
and grinders, food choppers and cutters, and bakery-type
mixerss

Work in freezers and meat coolers and all work in the
preparation of meats for sale except as described in

 paragraph (a) (9) of this section;

Loading and unloading goods to and from trucks, railroad
cars, Or COnveyorsj

All occupations in warehouses except office and clerical
work,

, May 2, 1962)

Section 1500,35 Periods and conditlons of employmert,

(a)

Except as provided’ in’ paragraph (b) of this section, employment
in any of the occupations io which this subpart s applicable
shall be confined-to the following pericds:

(1)

(2)
(3)

()

-~ (5)

(6)

Cutside school hourss

Not more than 40 hours in any one week when schgol is not
in sessiong

Not more than 18 hours in any one week when school -is in
sesslong

Not more than 8 hours in any one cday when school is not
in sessionj

Not more than 3 hours in any one day whun school is in

session;

Between 7 a,m, and 7 p.m, in any one day, -except dvring
the summer (June 1 through Labor nay) when the evening
hour will be 9 p.m.

In the case of enrollees in work training programs conducted

'under Part B of Title I of .the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964,

there 1s an exception to the requirement of paragraph (a) (1) of

this

section if the employer has on file with his records kept
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pursuant to Part 516 of this tit. e ar unrevoked written statement
of the Administrator of the Burewu of 4ork Programs of hils
) representative setting out the périods which the minor will work i~
’ and certifying that his employment _confined to such periods will
not interfere with his health and well-being, countersigned by
the principal of the school which the winor is attending with
'his certificate that such employment wlll not interfere with
the minor's schooling,

(52 Stat. 1061 as amended; 29 U,3,C. 203)

o
-

Section 1500.35a Work experience and career exploration progranms.,

(a) This section varies some provisions of this subpart for the
employment of minors between 14 und 16 years of age who are
enrolled in and employed pursuant to an experimental school
supervised and school administered work experience and career

. exploration program which meets the requirements of paragraph (bg
of this section, in the occupations permitted under paragraph (c
v of this section, and for the perlods and under the conditions
specified in paragraph (d) of this section. With these safe-
guards, such employment is not found to interfere with the
schooling of the minors or with their health and well-being and
therefore- is not deemed to be oppressive child lahor,

(v) (1) An experimental school supervised and school administered
work-experience and career exploration program shall meet the
educational standards established and approved by the State:
Educational Agency 1n the respective State,

(2) The State Educational Agency shall file with the Director
of the Bureau of Labor Standards a written application for :
approval of a particular program as one not interfering with = e
schooling or with the health and well-being of the minors )
involved and therefore not constituting oppressive child labor,
The application must include the informatlon listed in
subparagraph (3) of this paragraph, The director of the Bureau
of Labor Standards shall approve the application, or give prompt
notice of any denial and the reasons therefor,

(3) The criteria to be used in consideration of applications
are the following:

(1) Admission. Any student aged 14 or 15 years who
authoritative local school personnel identify as
being able to benefit from the program shall be
eligible to participute,

~~
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(11)

(111)

(1v)

(v)

(vi)

(vi1)

Credits, Students shall recelve school credits for
both in-school related instruction and on-the-job
experience,

Size, Each program unit shall be a reasonable sigze,

A unit of 12 to 20 students to one teacher-coordinator
would be generally considered reasonable, Whether
other sizes are reasonable would depend upon the
individuval facts and circumstances involved,

Time schedule, Except when necessary to accommodate
to State law requirements of equivalent instxuction,
on each school day there shall be (a) a minimum of two
clagsroom hours in instruction devoted to job-related
and to employability skill instruction, and (b) a
minimum of two classroom hours of lnstruction devoted
to regularly required subjects which meet State
standards for greduation,

Teacher-coordlnator. Each program unit shall be under
the supervision of a school official to be designated
for the purpose of the program as a teacher-coordinator,
who shall generally supervise the program and perform
the followlng specified dutiess

(a) Select and place students,
(b) Choose work stations for the students,

(c) Coordinate the work and educaticn aspects of the
progranm,

(d) Maintain records and prepare reports,

(e) Conduct in-school related class instruction,

Physical facilities, The school will furnish adequate
classroom facilities and supplies,

Written training agreement; administration, The
program shall provide that no student shall participate
in the program until there has been made a written
training agreement signed by the teacher-coordinator,
the employer, and the student, The agreement shall
also be signed or otherwise consented to by the
student’s parent or guardian, The program shall
require the employer to have on file a copy of this
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training agreement for eéch student employed by him
for the duration of the program,

(viii) Permissible occupations. The program shall permit the
assignment of students only in work in those occupations
o permitted under paragreph (c) of this section,

(ix) Reports and records., The program shall provide that
all records and reports made and kept by each program
unit for the purposes of this section shall be made .
available for inspection to representatives of the
director of the Bureau of Labor Standards.

(x) Other provisions. Any other provisions of the program
providing safeguards ensuring that the employment
permitted under this section will not interfere with
the schooling of the minors or with their health and
well-belng may also be submitted for use in consldera-
tion of the application.

. (¢) Employment of minors enrolled in a program approved pursuant to
the requirements of this section shall be permitted in all
occupations except the following:

(1) Manufacturing and mining.

(2) Occupations declared to be hazardous for the employment of
minors between 16 and 18 years of age in Subpart E of this

part,

(3) Occupations other than those permitted under &8 1500,33 and
1500,34, except upon approval of a variation in individual
cases or classes of cases by the Director of the Bureau of
Labor Standards after notice to interested persons and
opportunity to be heaxd. Any such variation of general
application shall be published as an amendment to this
subpart, Applications for such approval may be included
with the application for approval of the program; or filed
specifically under & 1500,38,7 Such applications shall be
precessed under 8 1500,38, '

(d) FEmployment of minors enrolled in a program approved pursuant to
" the requirements of this section shall be confined to not more
- than 28 hours in any 1 week when school is in session and not
more than 4 hours in any day when school is in session, any
portion. of which may be ‘during school hours, Insofar as these
provisions are inconsistent with the provisions of & 1500,35,
this section shall be controlling.
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(e) This section shall terminate and have no force and effect after
August 31, 1972, ,

(3% F.R. 17804, Nov, 5, 1969)

Section 1500,36 Cextificates of age; effect., The employment of any
minor in any of the occupations to which this subpart is applicable, if
confined to the perlods specified in section 1500,35 shall not be deemed
to constitute oppressive child labor within the meanling of the act if the
employer shall have on flle an unexpired cextificate, issued in substan-
tially the same manner as that provided for the issuance of certificates
in Subpart A of this part relating to certiflcates of age, certifying
that such minor is of an age between 14 and 16 years.

Section 1500,37 Effect on other laws, No provisions of this subpart
shall, under any circumstances, justify or be construed to permit
noncompliance with the wege and hour provisions of the act or with the
provisions of any other Federal law or of any State law or municipal
ordinance establishing hligher standards than those established under
this subpart

Section 1500.38 Revision of this subpart. Any person wishing a revisiom
of any of the terms of thls subpart may submit in writling to the Secretary
of Labor a petition setting forth the changes desired and the reasons for
proposing them, If, after consideration of the petition, the Secretary

of Labor believes that reasonable cause for amendment of the subpart is
set forth, he shall elther schedule a hearing with due notice to ,
interested parties, or shall make other provision for affordlng interested
parties an opportunity to be heard.

Codification: Former Sections 1500,34 through 1500,37 were redesignated
Sections 1500,35 through 1500,38, respectively, and & new Section 1500,34
was added, 27 F,R, 4165 May 2, 1962.
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' APPENDIX TABL= 1 _
AGE-ETHNIC ORIGIN STRUCTURE OF THZ WECEP/NOMN-WECEP SAMPLE

Row
13 14 15 16 17 18 Total

" Non-WECEP -

hite A 2 16 15 35 3 1. 262
Column {5 100,0 85.5 79.3 77.8 100.0 100,0

Black anu N 0 18 30 10 -0 0 58

Other Row % 0.0 31,0 51.7 17.2 0.0 0.0 18.1
Column % 0,0 14,5 20.7 22,2 0,0 0.0 -

Column N , 2 124 145 s 3 1 320

Total % 0.6 38,8 45,3 14,1 0.9 0.3 100.0

WECEP

‘White N 73 140 27 240

. Row %~ 30.4 58,3 11,3 77.4
Column % , 3.9 76,1 69, .

Black and N 14 43 12 69 -

Other Row % - 20,3 62.3 17,4 22,3

- Column § 16,1 23.4 30.8
Column N 87 184 39 310
Total % 28,1  59.4 12,6 100,0

Notes: l/ N = the cell size,
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APPENDIX TABLL 2

SEX-ETHNIC ORIGIN STRUCTURE OF THE WECEP/NON-WECEP SAMPLE

774

Black
’ White _and Other Row Total
an-WECEP
Female Nl/ 76 - 22 98
Row 4% 77.6 - 22,4 30,4
Colunn % 28.9 37.3
Male N 187 37 224
Row % 83.5 16.5 69.6
Column % 71,1 62,7
Column N 263 59 322
Total % 81,7 18.3  100.0
WECEP
Female N L9 8 67
Row % 73,1 - 26,9 21,6
Column % 20,4 . 26,1 ’
Male N 191 51 243
" Row % 78,6 21,0 784
Column % 79.6 73.9
Column ? 240 69 310
Total % 22,3 100,0

Notes: 1/ N = the cell size,
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APPENDIX TABLE 3 o
SEX-AGE STRUCTURE OF THE WECEP/NON-WECEP SAMPLE

Row
13 14 15 16 17 18 Total
Non-WECEP
Femals v 2 63 n 26 1 1 167
Row % 1.2 37.7 4.3 156 - 0,6 0.6 29,2
Column % 25,0 31,8 26,9 30,6 20,0 100,0
" Male N 6 135 201 59 L 0 Los
Row % 1.5 33.3 49,6 14,6 1.0 0.0 70,8
Column % 75.0 68,2 73,1 69.4 80.0 0.0
Column N 8 198 275 85 5 1 572
Total % 1.4 34,6 48,1 14,9 0.9 0.2 100,0
WECEP
Female N 0 63 61 9 0 133
" Row % 0.0 47,4 45,9 6,8 0,0 20,1
Column % 0.0 31,3 16,3 11,1 0,0
Male N 2 138 314 . 72 4 530
Row % 0.4 .26,0 59,2 13,6 0.8 P 79.9°
Column /5 100,0 68,7 83,7 - 88,9 100.0 :
Column . N 2 21 375 81 b4 663
Total % 0.3 30.3 56,6 12,2 0.6 100, 0

Notes:

1/ N = the cell size,
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APPENDIX TABLE 4
CREDITS EARNED DURING THE WECEP YEAR, BY SEX

WECEP Non-WECEP
Female Male Female Male
English, literature and Ml/ 0,61 0.65 .0.85. . 0,78
relited courses sp (0.52) (0.59) (0.66) (0.78)
: N 40 189 83 193
History, social studies, M 0,30 v0;30 0.45 0.39
economics : sp  (0.52) (0.56) (0.60) (0.55)
’ N Lo 188 83 193
Mathematics M 0.57 0.65 0.57 0.56
so (0.48) (0.54) (0.49) (0.49)
N . 39 189 83 193
Science M 0.40 0.40 0.55 0.57
SD  (0.55) (0.53)  (0.47)  (0.48)
N 40 188 83 193 -
Auto mechanics, auto math, - M 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.0l
auto science, body shop sp  (0.16) (0.07) (0.11) (0,10)
‘ N 40 188 83 -193
Distributive education: M - _0.00 0,01 0,01 0,02
retailing, merchandising, sp _ (0,02) (0.,08) (0.08) (0.15)
store management N° 40 138 83 193
Office education:  business - M 0,09 0.06 0.11 0.06
machines, bookkeeping, account- SD  (0,32) (0.26) (0.36) (0.25)
ing, general business N L0 188 83 193
Shorthand, typing, M 0.13 - 0,02 0.13 - 0,03
transcription sp - (0,3%) °(0.13) (0.33) (0.15)
N Lo 188 83 193
Electricity and electronics M 0,14 0.06 0,24 0.21
: sD (0.47) (0.23) (0.49)  (0.41)
o N 40 188 83 193
Machine shop, drafting, machine M 0.15 o 0.07 0.28 0.58
theory, industrial arts, and . sp  (0.36) (0.25) (0.43) (0.83)
194

related courses N 40 . 7188 83
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Appendix Table 4 '
Credits Farned During the WECEP Year, bty Sex (continued)

WECEP Non-WECEP

Female Male Female Male
Total credits, work experience... M 0.00 0.03 0,02 . 0,01
S sp  (0,00) (0.17) (0.15) (0.07)
N 40 188 83 193
Total credits, work related M. 1.73 1.39 - -
courses . - sp (1.05)  (0.96)
N . 39 174

Notes: 1/ M is the mean, SD is the standard deviation, and N the cell
. size,

180




APPENDIX TABLE 5 .
CREDITS EARNED DURING THE WECEP YFAR, BY RACE

>

4

181

WECEP Non-WECEP
Black & Black &
Other _White Other  White
English, literaiure and _Ml/ 0.88 0.58 0.75 0,78
related courses sp (0,80) (o 54) (0.58) (0.75)
N 28 156 34 217
History, social studies, « . M 0.33 0.27 0.68  0.3%
economics ‘ sp  (0.77) (0.49) (0,73 (0.54)
N 28 155 34 217
Mathematics 4 091 0,55 0,66 0,5k
sp (0.80) (0.,47) {(0.47) (0.49)
N 27 156 . 3h 217
Science M 0,83 0,28 . 0.1 0,57
SD  (0.55) (0.47)  (0.47)- - (0.47)
N 28 155 34 217
Auto mechanics, auto math, Jul 0.00 0.01 0.00 0,01
auto science, bcl, shop ~sp  (0.00) (0,08) (0,00} (0.10)
: N 28 155 34 '217
Distributive education: M. 0,00 ‘0,02 0.00 0,03
retailing, merchandising,  (0.00) (0,09) (0.00) (0,15)
store management 8 28 155 . 34 217
Office education: business M 0;16 0.05 0.04 0.09
machines, bnokkeeping, account- SD  (0.49) (0.23) (0.19) (0.31) .
ing, general business N 28 155 34 217
Shorthand, typing, | Y 0.00 * 0,03 0.02 . OvOb
transcription . »SD - (0.00) --(0.,18) “0,09) "~ (0,20)
‘ N 28 155 s 217
Electricity and electronics-  --M 0,00 0,08 0.3 0,22
. sp (0,00)  (0,31) (0.59) (0.42)
N 28 155 34 217
Machine shop, drafting, machine M 0,04  ©.09  0.19 0,52
theory, industrial =rts, and s (0,19) - (0.27) (0.39) (0.55)
related courses , N 28 155 34 217



v

Appendix Table 5 o -
Credits Zarned During “he WHCEP Year, by Race *(continued)

S WECED Non-WECEP
Black & Black & .
Other . White Other White
Total credits, work cxperience M 0.00 0,02  0.03 0.01
sp (0.00) . (0.,14) (0.17) (0.10)
N 28 i55 B . N
Total credits, wor" related M 1,10 YL ey -
courses ‘ SD (0,34) (1 08) ' &
. - N 21 144 ' -

. . , oA

Notes: 1/ M is the nean, SD is the sta*zda.rd devia.tion, and Nwhe cell
size. S Y
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APPENDTX TABLE 6
CREDITS RARNED DURING THE VECEP YXZAR, BY AGE

183

. WECEP Non-WECEP
hand 15and 14 and 15 and
Under Over Under Over
2
English, literature and M:/ 0,82 0.59 0.76 0.82
related courses sp  (o,44)  (0,60) (0.,43) (0.88)
N 50 179 103 i71
usstory, social studies, M 0,38 0,28  0.29  0.47
economics sb (0,49} -(0.57) (0.46) (0.62)
. N 50 . 178 103 171
Mathematics M 0:75~ 0.60 0.53 0.58
sp (0.41) (0.55) {(0.49)  (0.49)
N 50 178 103 171
Seilence M 0,40 0.40 0.65 0.51
s (0.50) (0,54) (0.46) (0.48)
N 50 178 103 171
Auto mechanics, auto math, ot 0.02 0,01 0,01 0.01
auto science, body shop sp (o0,14) (0.08) (0,10) (0.11)
N 50 178 i 103 171
Distributive education: M ¢,00 0,02 0,02 0.02
retalling, merchandising, sp - (0,00), (0,08) (0,12, (0.14)
store manzgement N 50 178 103 171
Office educztion: business | M 0,00 0,08 — 0,12 0,05
machines, bookkeeping, account- SB . (0,00} (0.30) (0.37) (0.22)
“ing, general business N 50 178 103 171
Shorthand, typing, M 0,10 = 0,02 . 0,04 0.07
transcription sp  (0,30; (0,13) (0.20) (0.2%)
N 50 - 178 . 103 171
Electricity and electronics M 0,02 0.08 0.20 0.23
| s (0.16) (0.31) (0.39) (0.46)
N . 50 178 103 171
Machine shop, drafting, machine M 0,11 - 0,08 0.57 0.45
theory, industrial arts, and sb  (0,31) (0.,26) {(1,00) - (0.53)
related courses N 50 178 104 171



Append ix Table 6
Credits Earned During the WECEP fear, by age (continued)
n

WECEP Non-WECEP.
t . 14 and 15and 14 and 15 and
: Under Over Under Over
Total credits, work experience I 0.00 0.03 0,02 - 0,01
- sb  (0.00) (0.,17) (0,14) - (0,08)

N 50 78 . 103 171
Total credits, work related M 1.15 1.55 -- --
courses sp (0.52) (1.08)

N 53 160

Notes: ;/ M is the mean, SD is the standard deviation, and N“the cell
size, ' » _ -
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ArpPENDIX TABLE 7 :
STRUCTURE OF COURSE CREDITS, DURING WHCEP YEAR, BY JEX

Males Females
WECEP Non-WECFEP WECEP Non-WECEP
Acadenic M 2.00 2.29 1.81 2.42
Credits - s (1.51) (1.50) (1.35) .- (1.51)
N 128 _ 1393 39 83
Vocational M 0.23 0.87 0.53 0.79
Credits sp (0.47) (0.78) (0.61) (0.75)
. N 188 193 Lo 83
WECEP-related M 1,42 - 1,72 C
Credits 5D (1.00) (1.09)
N 165 6
Notes: M = Mean of sample cell; SD = Standard deviation of the meah; v
N = Number of observations .
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APPENDIX TABLE 8
ANALYSIS OF EFFECT OF HOURS WORKED PER SCHOOL DAY
ON SELECTED INDICES OF EDUCATIONAL PHRFORMANCE, TOTAL SAMPLE

Hours/Day . (Hours/Day)2 GPA x Hours/Dayl7

Probabilify of b L0038 .00116 -.00155
Being Truant (s) .01374 ,00274 . 00445
Probability of b . 05764 ,00072 -, 01244
Being Suspended (s LO4762 .00951 .01533
| Days Absent During b  -19,58802%% 1,05078 5.,87275%%
WECEP Year (s)  3.11634 . 70747 .95103
Days Tardy During  p  =7.41600% .33031 2.20765%*
WECEP Year (s) 2.46129 54679 .77001
grade Point Average: b 1,37896%* -, 45326 .20193 .
All Courses (s) 43973 ,08819 14148 ‘
Grade Point Average: b 1,59228%x -, 45665%* .13583
Academic Courses (s) 145092 .09043 L14508

Only

Notes: l/ GPA = Grade point average in year prior to WECEP enrollment,

b
(s)

*
*x

partial regressign coefficient

standard error of partial regression coefficient
significant at 5% level

significant at 1% level

totonu
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APPENDIX TABLE 9
ANALYSIS OF EFFiCT OF HOURS WORK®D PER SCHOOL DAY
ON SELECTZD INDICZS OF EDUCATIONAL PERFORMANCE, MALES

Courses Only

Hours/Day  (Hours/Day)? GPA x Hours/DayL[_

Probability of b .00710 .00132 -.00136
Being Truant (s) . 01686 .00339 .00563
Probability of b 06521 .00271 ~.01833
Being Suspended (s) .05638 .01135 .01881
Days Absent During b  -22,1844lx* . 76642 7. 40495%*
WECEP Year (s) 3.39958 .77571 1.07900
Dayé Tardy During b -7.40988%x .20873 2.45949%x
WECEP Year (s) 2.73104 .61684 .89620
Grade Point b : '1.21663* -, 3663%* 15997 -

 Average: All (s) .48859 .09889 .16290

. Courses
Grade Point b 1,45528%* -, 37816x%* .07925
Average: Academic (s) .50259 .10173 .16756

1/ GPA

Notes:
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© APPENDIX TABLE 10
ANALYSIS OF EFFECT OF HOURS WORKED PER SCHOOL DAY
ON SELKCTED INDICES OF EDUCATIONAL PERFORMANCE, FEMALES

Hours/Day (Hours/Day)2 GPA x Hours/Da.yl’/r

Probablility of b

Being Truant (s) No Cases Cited

Probability of . b .09099 -,01241 -,01117

Being Suspended (s) .09185 .01579 .02659

Days Absent During b -3.95956 1,59295 -1.54599

WECEP Year (s) 9,34822 1,68535 3.13275

Days Tardy During . b -3,41248 .37026 Rrn

WECEP Year (s) 11.48283 1, 54037 3.60944

Grade Point b . 56260 -, 73685%% . 901 k¥ o

Average: All (s) 1,24168 .21349 3591
~Lourses @

Grade Point b 48450 -, 65207%% .87529+%

Average: Academic (s) .26933 .21825 .36742
Courses Only , ‘

Notes: 1/ GPA = Grade point average in year prior to WECEP enrollment.
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APPENDIX TARLE 12
ANALYSIS OF EFFECT OF TOTAL HOURS WORKED PER WEEK
(EXCLUDING SATURDAY) ON 3ELECTED INDICES
OF EDUCATIONAL PERFORMANCE, TOTAL SAMPLE

£

. Hours/Week (Hours/Week)2 GPA x Hours/Weekl/-—

Probability of

Being Truant

Probability of
Being Suspended

Days Absent During
WECEP Year

Days Tardy During
WECEP Year

Grade Point
Average: All
Courses

{

i

Grade Point
Average: Academic
Courses Only

b
(s)

b
(s)

b
(s)

b
(s)

b
(s)

b
(s)

. 00456
.00265

.01508
.00923

~3.9767kxx
58902

-1, 64408%*

.25032%%
. 08559

. 27819%*
.08791

-.00008 -.00073
. 00007 .00088
-,00023 -.00229
. 00026 .00303
T ,03524 : 1.22095%*
.01845 .18798
.01538 L7270% %
.01393 .15023
-.01231%* .02033'
. 00243 .02809
-,01170%% .00862

.00250 .02886

Notess l/ GPA = Grade point average in your prior to WECEP enrollmeﬁ%.
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APPENDIX TALLZ 13

ECT OF TOTAL HOURS WORKED PER WEEK = *

(INCLUDING SATURDAY)-ON SELECTED INDICES
OF - EDUCATIONAL PERFORMANCE, MALES

Hours /Week (Hours/wruk)z GPA.x Hqurs/Wéekl/

.

.00006 -,

. 191 e

Probability of b .00506 00082
Being Truant {s) . 00286 ,00008 .00095
Probability of . b .01517 ~.00021 -,00236
Being ‘Suspended ~~ (s)- .00962 - .00028 00321
Days Absent During b -3.91983%. 02646 1276908
WECEP ‘Year (s) .56290 - ,01875 .17909
Days Tardy During b -1, 50020%* .01338 L 68%%
WRCEP Year (s) 4706 .01493 14126
Grade Point b J17552% - -,00837%% .- 02459
Average: All (s) ~ .c8386 00248 .02799
Courses -

Grade Point - b .10791% -, 00789%x .01280
Average: Academic (s) . 08640 00256 ., 02884
Courses -Only - ' ) x

Notes: GPA = Grade point average in yeai prior to‘WECEP enrollment,



APPENDIX TABLE 14
ANALYSIS OF EFFECT OF TOTAL HOURS WORKED PER WEEK
(INCLUDING SATURDAY) ON SELECTED INDICES
OF EDUCATIONAL PERFORMANCE, FEMALES

Hours/Week (Hou’rs/‘deek)2 GPA x Hours/Weekl/

-~

Probability of+ b

Being Truant (s) ‘ - No Cases Cited

Probability of b .02285 -.00091 ~.00197
Being Suspended (s) .01668 .00048 . .00531
Days Absent. During b -.23&12 .03523 - 37449
WECEP Year (s) 1.68502 .05334 .62590
Days Tardy During b -, 57461 . 00618 .01808
WECEP Year -+ (s)  1.71179 .04378 . 59502
Grade Point b .05105 -, 02649%x .19396%*
Average: All (s) .22599 . 00654 .07196
Courses .

Grade Point b , 07430 -, 02486%% .18243%
Average: Academic (s) . 23064 . 00668 07344

Courses Only

Notes: 1’ GPA = Grade point average in your prior to WECEP enrollment,
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APPENDIX TABLE 20 .
ANALYSIS OF EFFECT OF TOTAL HOURS WORKED DURING THE ENTIRE
ENROLLMENT PERIOD IN WECEP O SELECTED INDICES OF
EDUCATIONAL PERFORMANCE, TOTAL SAMPLE

z

Total Hours (Total Hours)<GPA x Total Hours®

Probability of b .00017*  7-,00000 . =,0000k

Being Truant (s) .00007  ,00000 .00003
Probability of b . 00053% .~.00000 -.00011

Being Suspended (s) . 00026 .00000 .00009

Days Absent During b -.10307** .00002 .03349%*
WECEP Year (s) -~ .01896 .00001 .00637

'Days Tardy During b -.03995% ,00001 .01203*
WECEP Year (s) . 01668 .00001 .00558

‘Grade Point b .. 00573 -.00001**”: ~.00037 .
Average: All (s) = .00241 --,00000 00081 o
"Courses )
Grade Point b . 0062 5% -, 00001 % ,00020
Average: Academic (s)- ,00246 . ,00000 .00083 .
Courses Only .

Notes: 1/ GPA = Grade point average in year prior to WECEP enrollment,
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e APPENDIX TABLE 21
ANALYSIS OF EFFECT OF TOTAL HOURS WORKED DURING THE ENTIRE
ENROLIMENT PERIOD IN WECEP O SELZCTED INDICES OF
EDUCATIONAL PERFORMANCE, MALES

Total Hours (Total Hours)2 GPA x Total Hoﬁrsl/. =

Probability of ' b ,00020% . -,00000 ~ -.00000
Being Truant i (s) . .00009 00000 .00003
Probability of b - - ,00059 -.00000 -.00014
Being Suspended (s) . 00031 .00000 .00010
Days Absent During b -,12190%%  * ,00002 LOLL71%x
WECEP Year (s) . 02138 .00002 .00722
Days Tardy During b -, 03946% .00001 - - 01248
WECEP Year (s) . 01921 .00001 .00653
Grade Point b ,00607% & -,00000%* -,00014
Average: All (s) . 00269 .00000 .00092
Courses T v 3
Grade Point b . 00704 -, 00000% -.00052 o
Average: Academic (s) .00275 .00000 .00094

Courses Only

Notes: 1/ GPA = Grade point average in year prior to WECEP enrollment.
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AFPENDIX TABLE 22
ANALYSIS OF EFFECT OF TOTAL HOURS WORKED DURING THE ENTIRE
B ENROLLMENT PERIOD IN WECEP ON SELECTED INDICES OF
' EDUCATIONAL PERFORMANCE, FEMALES

Total Hours (Total Hours)§ GPA x Total Hoursl/

Probability of b
Being Truant (s) No Cases Glted
Probability of b . 00064 ~,00000 -.00006
Being Suspended (s) . 00045 *,00000 T ,00014
Days Absent During b -,01040 . 00004 -.0103%4
WECEP Year _ (s) , 04670 . 00004 .01780
Days Tardy During b -,02975 .00001 .00538
WECEP Year - (s) . 04004 ,00003 .01396
Grade Point b -,00138  -,00002%* . 00566%*
Average: All (s) . 00616 .00000 .00195
Courses : o
Grade Point b -.00574 -.00001% 00669 *
\ Average: Academic (s) 00622 . .00000 .00197
\ Courses Only

Notes: GPA = Grade point average in jéar ?rior to WECEP enrollment,

[Pl
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AFPENDIX TABLZ 32

INDUSTRIES AND OCCUPATIONS PROHIBITZD OR PERMITTED IN MICHIGAN

e . w—

Industry/Occupation" (ifrPermitted Prohibited
Manufacturing Clerical or office All manufacturing
activities
Canning operations
Bottling operations
Mining Clerical or office All(mineral extractions

Workrooms and
© workplaces

Laundries

Transportation

Clerical or office

Stores clerks

Clean-up work in
office or store
areas

Counter workers

Clerical or office
sales

Selling tickets at
terminal

In retail food service

=+ Gasoline service estab-

lishment:
Dispense gasoline and
oil

217

Quarrying
Open pit mining
Drilling for water

All work performed in
workrooms or work-
places where goods are
manufactured, mined or
otherwise processed

 (except as permitted
in retail, food sexrvice
and gasoline service
establishments)

All processing activities
~List, sort, mark incoming
laundry

~~30rty—f0ld clean articles

Package and wrap bundles

Assembling laundry

Loading, unloading
machines

Rug cleaning operations

Loading, unloading trucks

Clean-up work around
machinery

All occupations performed

on trains, aircraft
vessels, motor vehicles,
or other media
Loading and unloading
goods from truck
Shoveling salt into hold
Driving cars, trucks, ete,



Appendix Table 32

Industries and Occupations Prohibited or Permitted in Michigan

(continued)

Industry/Occupation Permitted Prohibited
Transportation Wash and polish cars Driver's helper
(continued) Courtesy services Catching seafood on boat

Warehousing and
storage

Communications and
public utilities

Construction

(cleaning wind-
shields)

Checking oil

Errand and delivery
work on foot

Bicycle or public
transportation

Clerical or office

Sales

Ticket or tag opera-
tions at tobacco
auction

Clerical or office
Sales

Clerical or office
Sales (not performed

at construction site)

218

Selling sandwiches on
train

Work involving use of
pits, racks or lifting
apparatus at gas
stations

Changing truck tire

All duties performed in
warehouses

Order filling in ware-
house

Packaging °

Shelving

Stock-clerk operations

Clean-up work

Switchboard operator

Clean-up work

Record turntable operator

Lineman for telephone
company

All construction of
buildings, bridges,
viaducts, piers, high-
ways, streets, air-~
fields, pipelines,
rallroads, sewers,
tunnels, waterworks,
river and harbor -
projects, dams

Surveying crew work

Demolition work

Plumbing

Carpentry

Electrical work

Engineering



Appendix Table 32

Industries and Occupations

Prohibited or Permitted in Michigan

(continued) @

Industry/Occupation Permitted Prohibited
Construction ‘Boiler room work'
(continued) All repair and mainten-

Operating or tending
hoisting apparatus or
power-driven machinery

Food processing

==

Operating. office
machines, In retail,
food service or
gasoline service
establishments:

Operating tagging
machines, ticketing

Dumb walters

Vacuum cleaners

Floor waxers, dish-
washers, toasters,

- pOpCcorn poppers,:
.milk shake blenders,
coffee grinders
kitchen appliances

In retail, food
service establish~
ment:

Cooking at soda
fountains, lunch
counters, snack bars
or cafeteria serving
counters

Cleaning vegetables -
and fruits, wrapping,
sealing, labeling,
weighing, pricing,
stock goods

Hostess

Waiter

Waitress

Bus boy or girl

Counterman

Pot washer

Silverman

29

ance work
Painting
Operating elevator
Operating power-driven
machines .
Operating power-driven
lawn mowers and cutters
Operating, setting up,
ad justing, cleaning,
oiling, or repaliring
food slicers and
grinders, food choppers
and cutters and bakery-
type mixers

Preparation of fish by
wWashing, scaling
skinning, filleting,
or brining

Shrimp heading or pealing

Crab processing-cooking,
steaming, grading,

- packing and picking

Oyster shucking, grading,
‘draining, cleaning,
packing, icing :

Poultry and game killing,
plucking, singeing and
drawing, freezing,
brining and smoking

Fruits, vegetables, meat
or seafood

Checklng and baking in
restaurant kitchens and
bakeries



Appendix Table 32
Industries and Occupations Prohibited or Permitted in Michigan

(continued)
Industry/Occupation Permitted Prohibited
Food processing Glasswasher Butchering and meat
(continued) Dish washer preparation
Pantryman . Work in freezers or meat
Salad maker fﬁghi coolers
‘ Food checker -
— Clean-up work
Public messenger work _ Public messenger se;vice
- Window washing ' In retail, food'service
and gasoline service
estdblishments:
Outside window washing
from sills

All work requiring use
of ladders, scaffolds
or their substitutes

N
cor

Source: Work Experience and Career Exploration Program: Guidelines,
Lansing, Michigans Division of Vocational Education, Michigan
Department of Education,
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APPENDIX G

PERSONAL INTERVIEW SAMPLE OF WECEP AND NON-WECEP
STUDENTS3s SUMMARY ANALYSIS AND TABLES

—

l
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This discussion of the personal interview sample of 100 WECEP and
non-WECEP students (50 of each were sampled) is relegated to this appendix
since the evidence from this sample is useful mainly to elaborate issues
that have arisen in Chapter 2 and elsewhere. Substantive analysis of the
WECEP program is not conducted using these data,

As indicated previously, the sample response was 65, Thirty-nine of
these students were enrolled in WECEP and 26 were control students,

Apart from the differences in educational and soclo~demographic
characteristics shown here, it is important to note that the WECEP
students were much more likely to be in the labor market prior to their
enrollment in WECEP than were the students in the non-WECEP sample,
(Appendix Table G-2) Had the two samples been dvawn from the same
population (and if there were no non-response bias), the characteristics
of these two groups would be equal, except for sampling variation, This,
however, is clearly not the case,

Of course, one would expect the WECEP students, after leaving WECEP, to
have a firmer commitment to the labor market as is suggested by the data
in Appendix Table G-3,

Another factor to consider is that the average frequency as well as the
dispersion of this frequency is greater.for the non-WECEP sample than for
the WECEP sample, This suggestsagain that the two sample groups come from
different populations, (Appendix Table G-5)

In short, the additional data gleaned from the personal interview sample
Increase the awareness of the fact that the study is not based on a pure
experimental design with random assignment to the experimental and
control groups, However, the analysis in Chapter 2 retains its validity
to the extent that the soclo-demographic and educational variables in the
analysis account for these different population characteristics.,
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APPENDIX TABLE G-1
COMPARISON OF PERSONAL INTERVIEW SAMPLE AND TOTAL WECEP SAMPLE
ON SELECTED SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC AND EDUCATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Personal Interview Sample Total WECEP Sample

WEC/ZP __ Non-WECEP WECEP __ Non-WECEP
Age in years M 14,7 14,7 14,8 14,8
- 8D 0,47 0.47 0.86 0,81
N 36 26 690 576
Average number of M 0.C 0,12 0,11 OftL2
truancy incidents SD 0.2 0,33 0,31 0,32
N 36 26 . 668 573
Grade Point Average: M 2,69 2,22 2.53 2.38
prior to WECEP SD 0,60 0,67 0,71 0,64
. N 23 11
Grade Point Average: M 3.00 2.51 2,90 2,35
WECEP year SD 0.71 0,63 0,88 0,72
N 12 14 223 270
Days absent year M 17,3 27.6 19.4  * "23.0
prior to WECEP D 19.5 26,1 19.2 21.6
N 21 11 298 239
Days absent WECEP M 15.5. 28,2 19,1 28,0
year SD 26,7 204 118.9 22,5
N 8 iz 200 266
Days tardy year M 12,8 11.3 9.0 10.5
prior to WECEP sD 21,0 12,2 13, 14,7
NoIb 6 215 166
Days tardy WECEP M 15,3 11.5 6.1 8.9
year SO 33.5 14.71 9.8 13.0
N 7 8 160 215
Weeks in WECEP M 37.6 0.0 36.2 0.03
D 19.3 0,0 15,7 0.71
N 30 26 512 574
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Appendix Table G-1
Comparison of Personal Interview Sample and Total WECEP Sample on
Selected Socio-Demographic and Educational Characteristics (contimied)

Personal Interview Sample Total WECEP Sample

WECEP Non-WECEP WECEP Non=-WECEP

Grade Point Average:// M 2,79 - 2,50 2.59 2.34
“non-WECEP courses - SD 0,85 0,62 0,85 0,72
: N 11 W 206 274
Grade Point Average:s M 3. 55, 3.54
= WECEP courses SD 1.73 0.90
| N 12- 196
Total credits earned M 2,19 3.84 24,27 . 3.18
in WECEP year sp - 1,11 1,90 1.58 1,81

N 12 14 227 - 276

Notes: M = mean of cell; SD = standard deviation of mean; N = cell size

>



. APPENDIX TABLE G-2
WORK EXPERIENCE PRIOR TO WECEP

#_w%eEP Non-WECEP
% # %
Held a Job R 12 30.8 2 7.6
Did not Hold a Job 27 69,2 24 92,4

Total 39 100.0 26 100.0

Number of Jobs Held:

' One 9 23.1 1 3.8

Two - 2 5.1 0 0.0

Three 1 2,6 0 0.0
Four 0 0.0 1 3.8
Did not.Work 27 69,2 2l 92,4

Not Ascertained 0 0.0 0 __ 0.0

- , _ Total 39  100,0 26 1‘c‘)o.o




APPENDIX TABLE G-3

WORK EXPERTENCE SINCE LEAVING WECEP:
WECEP Non-WECEP
# % # %
Held a Job 25 69,4 2 7.6
Did not Hold a Job 11 30,6 24 92,4
Total 36 100.0 26 100,0
Number of Jobs Heldt
One 22 88,0 1 50.0
Two 3 12,0 1 50,0
Total 25 100,0 2 100,0
Occupation of Most Recent Job Held:
Custodial "5 20,0 0 0.0
Clerical 1 4,0 0 0.0
Sales 1 4,0 0 0.0
Food Services 5 20.0 1 50.0
Assistant to Trained Personnel 1 4,0 0 0,0
Stock Room 2 8,0 0 0.0
General Labor L 16,0 0 0.0
Other 5 20,0 0 0.0
Not Ascertained 1 4,0 1 50,0
Total 25 100.0 -2 100.0

' Notes: 1/ This table refers to the time period subsequent to the end of
. "~ the 1971-72 school year up to the time a student was ultimately
- : interviewed, usually the late fall of 1972,
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APPENDIX TABLE G-4
MAJOR REASONS FOR LEAVING THE WECEP PROGRAM

First Reason

# %
Work Interfered with School 3 8.8
Lost Interest in Working 1 2,9
Wages Too Low ‘ 0 0.0
Hours Too Long » 0 0.0
Didn't Like the Work , 0 0.0
Couldn't Get Along with Supervisor
or Co-Workers 0 0.0
End of School Year A 27 79.5
Other : 0 0,0
Not Ascertained ' 3 | 8,8
Total 34 100,0




APPENDIX TABLE G-5
FREQUENCY OF SUSPENSION, PERSONAL INTERVIEW SAMPLE

WECEP Non-WECEP

Total Sample M 0.84 1,69
SD 1.42 4,12

N 38 26
Age 14 or Less M 0,60 1,25
SD 0,97 2,82

- N 10 8
Age 15 and Over M 1,00 1,89
SD 1.63 4,64

N 25 13
Males M 0.86 2.00
: SD 1,56 5.07

N 28 S 15
Females M 0,80 1,27
SD 1.03 2,45

N 10 11

Notest M = mean; SD = standard deviation of the mean; N = number of
observations ' :
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APPENDIX TABLE G-6
REASONS FOR SUSPENSION

WECEP Non-WECEP
N % N %
Most Recent Suspension

Insubordination 3 16.7 1 9.1
Absenteeism 2 11.1 1 9.1
Misbehavior 12 66.7 9 81.8
Threat 1 5.6 0 0.0
Total 17 100.0 11 100,0

Next Most Recent Suspension
Insubordination 2 50,0 0 0,0
Absenteeism 1. 25,0 1 20,0
Misbehavior 0 0.0 b 80.0
Truancy 1 25.0 0 0.0
Total 4L 100.0 5 100,0
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